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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. CHAMBLISS].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 25, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable SAxBY
CHAMBLISS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] for 5
minutes.

EDUCATION IN AMERICA

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, over the
last several weeks | have been coming
down here to the House floor to discuss
the topic of education in America. As
most Americans know by now, the
President and congressional Democrats
have developed a comprehensive plan
to address the Nation’s most pressing
education needs. To date, the Repub-
licans in Congress have given very lit-
tle indication of their thoughts on the
President’s plan. Despite indications
from the American people that edu-
cation is indeed one of the most impor-

tant issues facing Congress today, Re-
publican leaders have ignored Demo-
cratic calls to immediately begin ex-
amining our proposal to strengthen
education in America. Nor have they
offered any plan of their own to address
the varieties of challenges confronting
our education system.

Today, Mr. Speaker, | want to focus
on how the President’s plan will affect
the lives of people from my home dis-
trict, New Jersey’s Sixth Congressional
District, which comprises part of Mon-
mouth and Middlesex Counties. | want
to do this by sharing two letters, one
from each county of my district, that
touch on two prevalent education prob-
lems which the President and congres-
sional Democrats have developed plans
to confront.

The first of these problems concerns
the difficult time many parents are en-
countering while trying to meet the
runaway costs of college education.
Not too long ago, Mrs. Barbara A.
Pflug of West Keansburg wrote to me
trying to make sense of the challenges
she and her husband are trying to over-
come. She writes in a letter to me:

Dear Congressman PALLONE: Please try to
help me understand what is happening. My
oldest son has just finished his freshman
year at Rutgers University. We are both
teachers and have worked continually for
the past 25 years. We had planned to save
money for our boys’ college expenses but
never had that leftover money to invest. We
do not have an expensive life-style. The cost
of living in this area has continually gone
up. We do not spend our money foolishly. We
did not take a vacation and cannot afford a
new car. Our properties and other taxes are
sky high and we know we pay extra for
things like automobile insurance and hos-
pitalization to help people who cannot afford
it. We are told that Social Security may not
be there when we need it and to start saving
for our retirements. We need three lifetimes
of working to do all of these things. We
should be saving now for our retirement, but
that is out of the question with three boys
who need to be college educated. The bulk of
responsibility is on the parents and we can-
not even claim this expense on our income

tax. It is an overwhelming hardship. | just do
not get it. Please tell us what we are doing
wrong.

That is from their letter.

Well, | want to say that Mrs. Pflug
and her husband are doing nothing
wrong. Like millions of parents across
the country, they are working hard to
make ends meet, sacrificing so that
their children will lead better lives. As
Mrs. Pflug explains: The bulk of the re-
sponsibility is on the parents when we
cannot even claim this expense on our
income tax. It is an overwhelming
hardship.

Mr. Speaker, the President and con-
gressional Democrats realize that, as
Mrs. Pflug put it, the overwhelming
hardship of paying for college is indeed
an expense that every American family
ought to be able to claim on their in-
come tax. To that end, we proposed a
$1500 refundable tax credit for all stu-
dents in their first year of college and
another $1500 in the second year if they
stay off drugs and earn a B average in
the second year. We are also proposing
a $10,000 tax deduction for any year a
family has education expenses.

I would say to Mrs. Pflug that the
Democrats have recognized the need
for education tax breaks and have de-
veloped a plan. | would also encourage
Mrs. Pflug to encourage her family to
keep working hard. Democrats in Con-
gress are working hard for families like
hers; we are waiting for Republicans to
join us in making education tax breaks
for the working family available so
their lives will be just a little better
and a little easier.

The other letter, Mr. Speaker, | want
to read from today concerns the dire
need many schools across the country
have for repair or outright replace-
ment:

“Dear FRANK,” writes Ms. Ann
Ricciardi of Edison, the largest town in
my district, ‘I look to anyone willing
to speak for children and their parents
for help in resolving a critical problem

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper containing 100% post consumer waste

H591



H592

affecting most children in our State.
Our buildings are deteriorating to the
point where we are sacrificing the
health and safety of our children and
teachers.”
And Mrs.
write:

Almost every roof in our schools needs re-
pair. Of 17 schools, 11 require significant re-
pair. Schoolchildren sit next to buckets and
garbage cans catching rainwater in bad
weather. We rely on substandard classrooms
and trailers to address increasing enroll-
ment.

Our son is in second grade and has almost
his entire education in front of him. With no
hope in sight for change, we will be forced to
consider leaving for his future success. Many
of our friends and neighbors are discussing
the same issue. School financing, charter
schools and the introduction of technology
are the most significant problems for most
families today.

Mr. Speaker, Ms. Ricciardi’s situation and
concerns mirror those of millions of parents
around the country. And she could not be
more right. Something absolutely needs to
be done. That is why the President has pro-
posed the school construction initiative to
repair the Nation’s ailing school infrastruc-
ture. Under the President’s plan, the Federal
Government will provide a $5 billion jump
start for the necessary investments in the
Nation’s school buildings.

I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker. | say
that these letters just indicate remotely the
magnitudes of the educational problem. The
problem needs to be addressed. It is a real
problem that the average American faces.

Ricciardi continues to

INVESTMENT REVITALIZATION
ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise
today to announce that on Thursday |
will introduce a bill designated to in-
crease incentives to save and invest for
middle class taxpayers. The bill, known
as the Investment Revitalization Act,
or the IRA, of 1997, would greatly in-
crease the deduction ceilings for IRA
contributions, increase the income
caps which currently prevent many
middle class taxpayers from using
IRA’s and expand opportunities for
penalty free withdrawals from IRA ac-
counts. By increasing the incentives to
save, this legislation would boost long
term economic growth and help middle
class taxpayers help themselves in ad-
dressing a wide variety of economic
contingencies that might otherwise
lead to expanded government activity.

For many years policymakers from
across the spectrum have complained
about inadequate levels of personal
savings and investment. There have
also been concerns expressed about the
economic vulnerability of families to
unemployment and other setbacks, the
exposure of families to medical and
other emergencies, the great difficulty
in coping with increased education
costs, the heavier family tax burdens
over the last three decades, and the
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looming problems associated with the
retirement of the baby boom genera-
tion.

Most of these problems are related to
the fact that our income tax is system-
atically biased against personal sav-
ings and this makes it much harder for
families to accumulate resources to
successfully address their needs as they
arise.

The IRA bill which I will introduce
on Thursday will go a long way toward
removing the bias against savings and
investment in the current Tax Code.
This bill is intended to suggest a new
direction and to guide tax policy into
the next century. The basic idea is to
expand IRA’s enough to strip away
much of the multiple taxation of per-
sonal savings and investment in the
United States for the vast majority,
particularly of middle class taxpayers.

The flexibility of this approach would
give families the financial ability to
successfully address their needs as they
see fit. This IRA bill increases the cur-
rent $2,000 IRA deduction ceiling by
$500 every year for 10 years. At the end
of this period, the deduction cap would
be $7,000 each year.

Second, the bill would increase the
income ceiling $10,000 each year for 6
years so that taxpayers filing joint re-
turns up to $110,000 of adjusted gross
income could take advantage of IRA
deductions.

Third and finally, the penalty free
withdrawals would be permitted for
medical care, education, employment,
and for first-time homeownership.
When a career setback or unexpected
medical problem occurs, they would
have the sufficient assets to fall back
on. Some would save aggressively for
children’s college education, expenses
or some other reason, attracted by the
deduction, but also knowing that earn-
ings compound even faster without a
tax bite. Others might solely focus on
retirement.

In my view, the adoption of this leg-
islation would largely reverse the cur-
rent discrimination against personal
savings and investment, thus boosting
long-term economic growth. The eco-
nomic benefits of this concept would be
significant. Government policy has un-
dermined middle class savings incen-
tives for too long. If we are concerned
about inadequate personal savings and
related problems, it is time for U.S. tax
policy to become less counter-
productive.

We cannot maintain a Tax Code that
systematically discriminates against
personal savings and investment and
then be surprised when people fail to
save, creating serious problems for
public policy. A fundamentally dif-
ferent approach to the tax treatment of
personal savings is urgently needed.
Let us reduce the multiple taxation on
middle class savings.
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GOVERNORS HAVE RESPONSIBIL-
ITY TO IMPLEMENT WELFARE
REFORM LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, many of this Nation’s gov-
ernors are amazing. For the last 2
years they have been coming to Wash-
ington and telling anyone who would
listen that they could reform the wel-
fare system with one hand behind their
back. They said they could do more for
less, better than the Federal Govern-
ment ever thought it could.

They went from Meet the Press, to
committee hearings, to Nightline, say-
ing to whoever would listen that they
were the only ones who knew how to
reform the system and had the courage
to make the tough decisions. When
asked about legal immigrants and
about moving people to work, about a
safety net for children, their answer
was always the same: Leave it to us.
The States are the great laboratories
of the 1990’s.

Well, the ink is barely dry on the
Welfare Reform Act and now the Gov-
ernors are back here whining about the
welfare bill that they designed. Why do
these Governors remind me of Riddick
Bowe? They have spent less time living
with the welfare reform law than
Riddick Bowe did with the U.S. Ma-
rines. Riddick said his problem was the
lack of flexibility. The Governors are
suggesting that their problem is too
much flexibility. They are responsible
for too much of the welfare caseload.

Excuse me, we gave them the block
grant that they asked for, calculated
on the high welfare years of 1994. Many
are already taking credit, along with
the President, for causing the number
of welfare recipients to drop by over 2
million. So why do they not take some
of the savings and help provide for
legal immigrants, to put some people
to work, provide job training and child
care for those single mothers who want
to go to work? Rather than doing that,
they are back to Washington asking for
a Federal bailout.

Who do they think we are: The tax
collectors for the State welfare state?
The Governors have a responsibility to
do what they have asked for the au-
thority to do, to move people from wel-
fare to work and to do it now. It means
education, job training, child care, and
health care in support of those people
who want to go to work.

As problems occur, after all the sec-
tors have made a good faith effort,
then Congress can consider suggestions
for change. But now they have the rev-
enue in the first few years to carry out
welfare reform if the economy stays
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healthy. They should follow the lead of
the President and get the private sec-
tor to go where it has never gone be-
fore, making the free enterprise system
accountable for providing livable wages
for all of America’s families.

AGAINST LATEST TAX INCREASE
PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
throughout the long march of history,
the story of civilization is replete with
examples of how individuals have been
burdened by an overbearing Govern-
ment whose onerous tax systems have

destroyed individuals, communities
and, indeed, entire civilizations.
0O 1245

Yet in the midst of such oppression,
individuals have fought back to defend
their right to keep a significant por-
tion of what they earned by their own
toil.

We know about the peasants’ revolts
in the Middle Ages, where peasants re-
volted against a system that required
them to give one-third of what they
raised in the fields to their landlords.
Of course all Americans know about
the Boston Tea Party, where American
revolutionaries said no taxation with-
out representation. That led to a glori-
ous American Revolution led by such
men as THOMAS Jefferson and George
Washington, who talked about the
power of the individual over the power
of the State.

Indeed, for the entire 20th century,
this battle has continued. It has con-
tinued against those that believe in the
free enterprise system and those that
believe that the scourge of socialism
should sweep across the world. It is a
battle that America has been fighting
and a battle that we thought we won.
But unfortunately we turn around to
find out, in 1997, that we may not have
been as successful as we thought. For
while the peasants were revolting
against paying one-third of everything
they earned to their landlords, we turn
around and find out, in 1997, from the
National Taxpayers Union and other
independent groups, that the average
American pays 50.2 percent of every-
thing they earn to the Government.

Mr. Speaker, that is obscene and that
is as un-American as anything that |
have ever heard. Yet the same radicals
that stormed the streets in the 1960s
advocating that America lurks toward
socialism, attacked those of us who
came in 1994 from their positions of au-
thority when we tried to pass tax relief
on to the American people. They called
it, in classic class warfare, socialistic
lingo, tax cuts for the rich. But that
was OK. This Congress passed tax cuts,
90 percent of which would go to Amer-
ican families earning less than $70,000.
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Ninety percent. | was proud to be part
of an institution, proud to be part of a
party that would stand up against the
march of socialism in America and say
enough is enough, let Americans keep
more of what they earn. Yet when | re-
turned to Washington yesterday, |
found out regrettably that this very
Congress who had the courage 2 years
ago to stand up against the big taxers
in Washington, DC, are actually trying
to pass a $3 billion tax increase on to
the American people, and it is wrong.

Americans are already paying 50.2
percent to the Government. That
means, when you go to work on Mon-
day morning, you are going to work for
the Government, and everything you
earn on Monday goes to the Federal
Government. And when you work on
Tuesday, the same thing occurs. You
work all day Tuesday, and all of your
earnings go to the Government. In fact,
it is not until you return from work on
Wednesday each workweek that you
can start putting aside money for your-
self, for your family, for your chil-
dren’s education, for your own retire-
ment, and possibly even for your own
mortgage payment. So how we can jus-
tify another $3 billion tax increase is
beyond me.

It is not tax cuts for the rich that we
were advocating. It was tax cuts for
middle-class Americans. And how
shocking it is for me to hear some of
the very same Democrats who 2 years
ago were calling our tax cuts tax cuts
for the rich, now coming up and dis-
cussing tax cuts for middle-class Amer-
icans for the issue of education, when
these tax cuts go roughly to the same
people that they called the rich 2 years
ago.

I will oppose the tax increase that we
are supposed to vote on tomorrow be-
cause a lot of my fellow conservative
friends and people like the National
Taxpayers Union and Citizens Against
Government Waste call it a tax in-
crease plain and simple. So | ask other
Members to go to the Republican lead-
ership and say no to this tax increase.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
ESTABLISHING NATIONAL COM-
MISSION ON ALCOHOLISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 21, 1997 the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD] is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, since
first coming to Congress, | have
worked closely with our former col-
leagues Bill Emerson and former Sen-
ator Harold Hughes and many other
current Members to address the epi-
demic of alcoholism and substance ad-
diction in our country.

During the last session of Congress, |
introduced legislation, which actually
was prepared by former Senator
Hughes and our colleague Bill Emer-
son, to establish a National Commis-
sion on Alcoholism to develop a prag-
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matic, comprehensive and effective
strategy to deal with this fatal and in-
sidious disease. That effort continues
this year, although as our colleagues
all know, Bill Emerson went to be with
his higher power, as did former Senator
Hughes last year, but | know that
those two great men are smiling down
from heaven on us as we continue this
very, very important effort.

Next week | will introduce a bill to
establish this National Commission on
Alcoholism, a volunteer 2-year com-
mission, to be narrowly focused, to
streamline and better coordinate exist-
ing Government programs, treatment
programs, prevention programs and
education programs, to increase public
and private sector cooperation, to
evaluate the cost-effectiveness of
treatment, and to improve alcoholism
research and medical school training
on this pressing public health epi-
demic.

Instead of trying to find one big pic-
ture solution to alcoholism, Mr. Speak-
er, like we have done in the past, this
commission will develop specific cost-
effective and practical recommenda-
tions and then disband in 2 years. So
unlike Federal commissions of the past
that have met periodically to hold
sparsely attended meetings and have
given us reports that nobody reads,
this commission on alcoholism will
meet for a finite period, consist exclu-
sively of volunteers, and will submit a
final report to the President and the
Congress of their recommendations.

As policymakers at the Federal level,
Mr. Speaker, we must address alcohol-
ism as a possible health issue. On the
average, untreated alcoholics incur
health care costs that are 100 percent
higher than nonalcoholics. At the same
time there are no Federal and few, if
any, State requirements to even study
alcoholism in our medical schools.

Members of this commission, Mr.
Speaker, as | said, all volunteers, will
include treatment and other health
care professionals, educators, NIH offi-
cials, academics and also recovering
people to give this commission and to
give us in Congress a real-world per-
spective.

We must address alcoholism as a pub-
lic safety issue as well. According to
the Justice Department, 36 percent of
convicted murderers were under the in-
fluence of alcohol at the time of their
homicide, while 13 percent used alcohol
with another drug.

Mr. Speaker, in addition, and | say
this as a grateful recovering alcoholic
myself of some 15% years, | know that
alcoholism must be addressed as the
painful private struggle it is, with the
staggering public cost. Last year alone,
alcoholism killed more Americans than
all illegal drugs combined, ripped apart
families across this land, and the finan-
cial cost, Mr. Speaker, of alcoholism
last year alone, 1996, 1 year, the finan-
cial cost, $85.8 billion.
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I am very grateful, Mr. Speaker, for
the bipartisan support that this legis-
lation received last year when | intro-
duced it. We tried to lay the ground-
work for passage this year. And so now
it is my hope that we can pass this into
law, get the National Commission on
Alcoholism established, develop that
comprehensive national strategy to
deal with this costly, deadly disease. |
urge my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to
join me, join our bipartisan effort in
cosponsoring this critically important
legislation.

TRIO MUST CONTINUE TO MAKE A
DIFFERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. FORD] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 31 years ago
Congress established the TRIO Pro-
grams as part of the Higher Education
Act. Since that time it has been instru-
mental in helping millions of students
overcome barriers to postsecondary
education.

TRIO is effective because it directs
resources where they are needed the
most. It is based on a Jeffersonian
principle that education should be
available to those who have an ability
to learn rather than an ability to pay.
Two-thirds of TRIO students come
from families with incomes under
$24,000 a year.

My vision for education and for TRIO
and for all Americans is TRIO’s vision,
a commitment to foster the ideals of
equal educational opportunity regard-
less of background.

TRIO is the heir to several successful
education programs supported by the
Federal Government over the past 200
years. From the Ordinance of 1785,
which set aside lands in western terri-
tories for schools, to land grant legisla-
tion in the 19th century which estab-
lished State universities, to the G.I.
bill after World War 11, to legislation
creating historically black colleges and
universities, the Federal role in edu-
cation has moved countless Americans
into the middle class, making our
economy the most dynamic in the
world.

In 1983, a Nation At Risk, a report
commissioned by the Secretary of Edu-
cation, sent a wakeup call to the Na-
tion. The condition of our educational
system, the report said, was threaten-
ing our position as an unrivaled eco-
nomic, technological and scientific
power in the world. The report stated:

We report to the American people that
while we can take justifiable pride in what
our schools and colleges have historically ac-
complished and contributed to the United
States and the well-being of its people, the
educational foundations of our society are
presently being eroded by a rising tide of me-
diocrity that threatens our very future as a
Nation and a people. What was unimaginable
a generation ago has begun to occur—others
are matching and surpassing our educational
achievements.
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After this seminal report, which, Mr.
Speaker, | would say still has relevance
and truth today, the Nation again dedi-
cated itself to improving education.
States across the Nation have under-
taken ambitious educational reform.
Congress passed Goals 2000 and tar-
geted more Federal resources to ele-
mentary and secondary education, es-
pecially to low income school districts.
Congress expanded and improved Fed-
eral higher educational assistance,
making postsecondary education acces-
sible to many more young people.

Our rededication, Mr. Speaker, to
education is working. The Department
of Education reports that more stu-
dents are spending time on their home-
work than they did in the 1970s. SAT
and National Assessment of Education
Process scores are increasing.

Mr. Speaker, it is so critical at this
juncture in American history that we
do not abandon the American student,
the American school or the American
teacher. Students in the TRIO Upward
Bound Program are 4 times more likely
to earn an undergraduate degree than
their counterparts who did not partici-
pate in TRIO.

Postsecondary education, Mr. Speak-
er, pays off. The Department of Edu-
cation reports that every year of for-
mal education is associated with a 5 to
15 percent increase in annual earnings
later in life.

Passage of welfare reform requires us
to provide more education and training
opportunities for those who will make
the transition from welfare to work.
TRIO Programs are well positioned to
do this. TRIO can provide the support
services to help welfare recipients earn
a high school degree and participate in
postsecondary education programs.

The President’s budget contains a
13.5 percent increase in spending in
TRIO over 1996. A 30 percent increase
in 1998 will enable TRIO to serve more
than 186,000 more young people.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues to take a close look at how
TRIO is making a difference in their
districts and to remember their com-
mitment to the millions of young
Americans who will benefit from this
successful program.

BURDEN OF AMERICAN TAXPAYER
TO INCREASE WITH PASSAGE OF
AIRPORT TRUST FUND TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. HILLEARY) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support today of the Amer-
ican taxpayer. There are many of us,
and it is a bipartisan feeling up here,
there are many of us that feel for those
folks back home, those families where
both spouses have to work, they both
get out there, sometimes they have to
work two jobs just to keep up with the
tax monster, that 50-point-something
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percent that our friend from Florida
talked about earlier that goes to the
government. They get out there and
they work hard. These are not folks
who are not trying to make ends meet.
They are out there obeying the rules
and doing what they are supposed to.
But we keep on increasing their burden
by one more tax here, one more tax
there, one more program here, one
more program there. We feel for those
folks. They are not seeing their wages
go up. Wages are probably not going to
go up that much for the near term be-
cause sO many jobs are going overseas
and that tends to have a deflationary
effect on wages. But what we can do to
improve their livelihood and to im-
prove their lives is to let them keep
more of what they earn.

This afternoon we are going to de-
bate a bill, H.R. 668, the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund tax increase. This
is yet another slice out of their liveli-
hood.

When we got out of here last fall, we
were asked to vote for billions of dol-
lars in more spending. The liberals
knew that we basically had to do that.
We were being pounded back home on
TV saying we were mean-spirited for
doing this and for doing that, and we
were stuck here in Washington and
could not defend ourselves.

So sometimes you have to take a
step backwards before you can take
two steps forward, and that is what we
did. We voted for increased spending
against our wishes to get out of town
and defend ourselves, and we won. We
lost that battle that day, but we won
the battle on election day so we could
come back this year and start again.

We have the opportunity to take a
step forward today, but it looks like we
are going to be asked to take a step
backwards. The first substantive act of
the 105th Congress, if this happens, will
be a $2.7, nearly $3 billion tax increase
on people once again. This goes to fund
airline safety. Everybody is for airline
safety. No one would be against airline
safety. There is a trust fund in place
that has funds available now and it will
have funds available for the rest of the
fiscal year. If we do not vote for this
tax increase that we are going to be
asked to vote for tomorrow, we are
going to debate it this afternoon, if we
do not vote for this, airplanes are not
going to fall out of the sky, the oper-
ational safety will still be there.

But let us not vote on this without
an offsetting tax cut. No one is against
a user fee, which is basically what this
is. If you got to have a tax, let us make
it a user fee. Let us make the folks who
are using that service pay for that
service. No one disagrees with that
idea. But let us not do it without an
offsetting tax cut.

I have dropped a bill today that will
do just that. That does not have to be
my idea, to have an offsetting tax cut;
does not have to be the one | came up
with. But the one that | came up with
would suspend President Clinton’s 4.3-
cent-a-gallon tax increase at the gas
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pump. It is a perfect match, as much as
anything up here is perfect. The same
amount of revenue that we would save
taxpayers is the amount of revenue
that this tax increase would bring in.

So it does not have to be that one,
but it also does another thing. It also
tends to shift the burden away from
those folks who are on fixed incomes
that live from paycheck to paycheck.
You know, everybody has to pay that
tax at the gas pump, not just those
folks that are making a lot of money;
everybody does. And so this solution
would also shift that burden away from
them.

I do not have any pride of authorship;
it does not have to be that offsetting
tax cut, it can be anything.

But, folks, let us not as our first act,
a conservative Congress—that is what
we call ourselves, a conservative Con-
gress—let us not as our first sub-
stantive act of this 105th Congress push
through a $2.7 billion tax increase.

The National Taxpayers Union agrees
with me and opposes this bill; Citizens
For a Sound Economy opposes this bill;
many groups, grassroots groups, will be
opposing this bill; let us put one in for
the taxpayer, not for another tax in-
crease. Let us do the right thing, let us
be clearheaded about this, let us come
up with an offsetting tax cut.

SLOW-MOTION PEARL HARBOR ON
AMERICA’S WELL-BEING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS) Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from California  [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
Congress this year will pass legislation
that will determine the technological
status of the United States of America
in the 21st century.

Let us put this in perspective. Amer-
ica has had the most productive work
force and provided a higher standard of
living for the average person and met
every challenge to our national secu-
rity and our economic prosperity.
Why? Because we were technologically
superior. That is what gave us the
edge; we were technologically superior.
Why were we technologically superior?
We were technologically superior be-
cause we have the strongest patent sys-
tem in the world. It did not just happen
that we had this American miracle,
that our standard of living here in-
creased, that the average person had
opportunities never dreamed of in
other countries. It happened because
we were producing the wealth because
we had the technology, because written
into our law, into the very Constitu-
tion of the United States, is patent
protection as a right of the American
people. We traditionally have had the
strongest patent protection of any
country of the world.

Well, now, unbeknownst to most
Americans, our patent system, the one
that has kept our country No. 1, is
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being destroyed, and the patent rights
of the American people are being great-
ly diminished, this in a very low-key
effort that very few Americans know
about. In fact most Members of Con-
gress know nothing about this.

I have documents detailing why this
has happened, because you may say
why would anyone want to destroy the
very basic patent system that has been
so important to the United States of
America? | have a document that | will
put into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD de-
tailing an agreement between Mr.
Bruce Lehman, the head of our Patent
Office, and his counterpart in Japan to
harmonize American patent law with
that of Japan’s; and | hate to tell you,
but we are not bringing up their weak
patent system to become strong like
the patent protection in America.
Their harmonization process is weak-
ening the rights of the American peo-
ple, so it will be the same as the Japa-
nese.

This is an absolute catastrophe in
the making, a slow-motion Pearl Har-
bor on America’s well-being.

This agreement to harmonize patent
law between the United States and
Japan by making our patent law weak-
er will do nothing but destroy Ameri-
ca’s leadership in the years ahead, and
again at a very slow pace, so that fu-
ture Americans will never know what
hit them.

H.R. 400 is the legislation aimed at
implementing this hoard agreement
with the Japanese. | call it the Steal
American Technologies Act. Among
other things, it reconfirms that the
guaranteed patent term, which we have
always had, no matter how long it took
you to get your patent issued, you
knew you were guaranteed 17 years of
patent protection. That is out the win-
dow; that is gone. It reconfirms that.

It also mandates—now get this—all
American patents, if you make an ap-
plication, even before those patent ap-
plications are issued—so someone does
not have a patent yet, it is going to be
published for the whole world to see
after 18 months. So inventors will have
every secret that they have got, all the
work they put into building new tech-
nologies will be given to America’s
competitors to beat us economically.

And of course the third part of H.R.
400, the Steal American Technologies
Act, would be eliminating the Patent
Office, just obliterating it. That is
right; we are going to obliterate the
patent system, as we have got it, and
we have had it since the founding of
our country, and we are going to re-
structure it as a corporatized entity. A
corporatized entity? Who is in charge?
These people at the Patent Office,
these diligent patent examiners trying
their best to do a diligent job because
they know their decision means bil-
lions of dollars in jobs for America,
they are going to be turned over. They
are now going to be employees of a
corporatized structure and who is
going to be in charge of that? Lord
only knows.
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H.R. 400 is an abomination. It has to
be defeated. But the American people
know little about it. Yet the lobbyists
and the power structure in this town
are pushing this bill through. There
will be a hearing tomorrow on it in the
Subcommittee on Courts and Intellec-
tual Property of the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 400, the Steal American Tech-
nologies Act, will be defeated or it will
destroy the well-being of the American
people. | am dropping legislation today
which will take us in exactly the oppo-
site direction. It guarantees the patent
term that has been part of our rights
since our country was founded. It
brings back the right of confidential-
ity. We are not going to give up and
publish everything after 18 months so
the thieves in the world will steal all of
our new ideas

No, it remains confidential, the way
it has always been confidential since
our country’s founding. We have a
right of confidentiality, if you have a
new idea, until you are granted that
patent.

And No. 3, my bill will bolster and
strengthen and make more efficient
the current patent system.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting my legislation, and | ask
that they oppose the Steal American
Technologies Act, H.R. 400.

The document | referred to is as fol-
lows:

MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE JAPA-
NESE PATENT OFFICE AND THE UNITED
STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE,
JANUARY 20, 1994
Actions to be taken by Japan:

1. By July 1, 1995, the Japanese Patent Of-
fice (JPO) will permit foreign nationals to
file patent applications in the English lan-
guage, with a translation into Japanese to
follow within two months.

2. Prior to the grant of a patent, the JPO
will permit the correction of translation er-
rors up to the time allowed for the reply to
the first substantive communication from
the JPO.

3. After the grant of a patent, the JPO will
permit the correction of translation errors
to the extent that the correction does not
substantially extend the scope of protection.

4. Appropriate fees may be charged by the
JPO for the above procedures.

Actions to be taken by the U.S.:

1. By June 1, 1994, the United States Patent
and Trademark Office (USPTO) will intro-
duce legislation to amend U.S. patent law to
change the term of patents from 17 years
from the date of grant of a patent for an in-
vention to 20 years from the date of filing of
the first complete application.,

2. The legislation that the USPTO will in-
troduce shall take effect six months from the
date of enactment and shall apply to all ap-
plications filed in the United States there-
after.

3. Paragraph 2 requires that the term of all
continuing applications (continuations, con-
tinuations-in-part and divisionals), filed six
months after enactment of the above legisla-
tion, be counted from the filing date of the

earliest-filed of any applications invoked
under 35 U.S.C. 120.
WATARU AsouU,
Commissioner, Japa-

nese Patent Office.
BRUCE A. LEHMAN,
Assistant Secretary of
Commerce and Com-
missioner of Patents.
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RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 9 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

As we look to our days, O God, we
sense that there is so much to achieve
and accomplish that we can become
perplexed by our ability to fulfill what
we want to do. It is our petition, O gra-
cious God, that we would hear your
still small voice which reminds us that
Your Spirit dwells in our hearts and
gives us that peace that others cannot
give. We are grateful that in a world
filled with the busy rhythms of time
and the demands of the day, we can be
confident in Your presence and in Your
blessings that hold us, support us, and
renew us. This is our earnest prayer.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ETHERIDGE]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. ETHERIDGE led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
FINANCIAL SERVICES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a member
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 24, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | hereby resign from
the House Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services. Due to the time constraints on
my new assignment on the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, | will not
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be able to continue serving on the Commit-
tee on Banking.
Sincerely,
FRANK A. LOBIONDO,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

RECONSTITUTION OF REVIEW
PANEL OF OFFICE OF FAIR EM-
PLOYMENT PRACTICE

The SPEAKER. In order to provide
for the completion of ongoing proceed-
ings in accordance with section 506 of
the Congressional Accountability Act
of 1995—Public Law 104-1—the Review
Panel of the Office of Fair Employment
Practices is, without objection, and
with the concurrence of each appoint-
ing authority, reconstituted in the
105th Congress in the same form as at
the end of the 104th Congress.

The Clerk will read the names of ap-
pointees.

The Clerk read as follows:

By the Speaker: Mr. Randy Johnson
and Mr. Alan F. Coffey, Jr.

By the minority leader: Ms. Karen
Nelson and Ms. Marda Robillard.

By the chairman of the Committee
on House Oversight: Representative
DiAz-BALART of Florida, Chairman and
Representative NEY of Ohio.

By the ranking minority member of
the Committee on House Oversight:
Representative JEFFERSON of Louisiana
and Representative PASTOR of Arizona.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF APPOINT-
MENT TO NATIONAL GAMBLING
IMPACT AND POLICY COMMIS-
SION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 3(b)(1)(B) of Public
Law 104-169 and the order of the House
of Thursday, February 13, 1997 author-
izing the Speaker, majority leader and
minority leader to accept resignations
and to make appointments authorized
by law or by the House, and upon con-
sultation with the minority leader, the
Chair, on February 13, 1997, appointed
Mr. John Wilhelm of Washington, DC
to the National Gambling Impact and
Policy Commission on the part of the
House.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S. AIR
FORCE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 9355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
the following Members of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air
Force Academy: Mr. Dicks of Washing-
ton and Mr. TANNER of Tennessee.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
COAST GUARD ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 194(a) of title 14,
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United States Code, the Chair appoints
the following Member of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy: Mr. GEJDENSON of
Connecticut.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1295b(h) of title 46,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
the following Member of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Mer-
chant Marine Academy: Mr. MANTON of
New York.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
MILITARY ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 4355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
the following Members of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy: Mr. HEFNER of North
Carolina and Mr. SKELTON of Missouri.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
BOARD OF VISITORS TO U.S.
NAVAL ACADEMY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 6968(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair appoints
the following Members of the House to
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Naval
Academy: Mr. HoYyeER of Maryland and
Mr. MCHALE of Pennsylvania.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF REGENTS OF SMITH-
SONIAN INSTITUTION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of sections 5580 and 5581 of the
revised statutes (20 U.S.C. 42-43) the
Chair appoints the following Member
of the House to the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution: Mr.
ToRRES of California.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF GAL-
LAUDET UNIVERSITY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to section
103, Public Law 99-371 (20 U.S.C. 4303),
the Chair appoints the following Mem-
ber of the House to the Board of Trust-
ees of Gallaudet University: Mr.
BoNIOR of Michigan.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF JOHN
F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to section
2(a) of the National Cultural Center
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Act (20 U.S.C. 76h(a)), the Chair ap-
points the following Member of the
House to the John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts: Mr. YATES of
Ilinois.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Honorable RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
Democratic Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,
Washington, DC, February 12, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section
127 of Public Law 97-377 (2 U.S.C. 88b-3), |
hereby appoint the following Member to the
House of Representatives Page Board: Mr.
KILDEE of Michigan.

Yours very truly,
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

FREEDOM WORKS AWARD
PRESENTED TO EMMIT SMITH

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, this past
week in my district | had the privilege
and the opportunity to present the
first-ever Freedom Works Award to
Emmit Smith, runningback for the
Dallas Cowboys. It was a great privi-
lege for me to do that in that in my
initial discussions with Emmit about
the opportunity to receive this award,
which was created to acknowledge and
recognize individuals for their personal
service in their communities, that
Emmit Smith insisted that, if the
award were to be given, that it should
be about neither football nor politics
but about service. | applauded him for
his point of view and said that he was
exactly right.

Emmit Smith is a person that has
done exemplary service in his commu-
nity in a quiet way through Emmit
Smith Charities. He has followed up on
his initial expression of service and ap-
preciation by keeping his promise to
his mother, and in his off-season, even
though he obviously has no economic
need to do so, Emmit Smith went back
and completed his college education
and received his degree as a tribute to
his mother and the promise that he
made.

In addition to that, through Emmit
Smith Charities he has personally pro-
vided over 9,000 meals to distressed
families in the community during holi-
day seasons and using that as an oppor-
tunity to express his conviction that
freedom works best when it is ex-
pressed in service to people other than
yourself.

What really touches me most about
Emmit Smith and his work in the com-
munity is that he actively seeks out
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through Emmit Smith Charities dis-
tressed children in distressed commu-
nities in distressed homes and provides
for them his personal encouragement;
that if you will attend to your studies
and if you will keep yourself clean of
drugs, violence, and crime, and if you
will do your work in your home and in
your own community, that Emmit
Smith himself will pay for their college
education.

What better illustration of an indi-
vidual who does not need to but feels
compelled, out of his own commitment,
to serve, to look after the needs of
other people? | was proud to have that
time with Emmit Smith. | hope that
his receiving of this award will stand
as an example to others to put freedom
first through service to others.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of the Working
Families Flexibility Act of 1997, H.R. 1.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia?

There was no objection.

HELP REPAIR OUR PUBLIC
SCHOOLS

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and to include extraneous
material.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, to pre-
pare our children for the 21st century,
our public schools must be safe and
modern places to learn. Up-to-date
schools send every student in America
a clear message: You are important to
us. We take your education seriously.

A recent GAO report shows one-third
of our Nation’s schools need a major
repair or outright replacement. To
keep our children from growing up in
schools that are falling down, Presi-
dent Clinton has proposed $5 billion to
help communities finance $20 billion in
needed school construction over the
next 4 years.

Many of our schools were built over
50 years ago. They are rundown, over-
crowded, and lack even the basic elec-
trical wiring to support modern tech-
nology. In my own district, Kids are
going to schools that were built when
Ulysses S. Grant was President of the
United States.

We have high expectations for our
students, teachers, and schools, but we
cannot expect our children and our
teachers to build strong lives on a
crumbling foundation.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter of real
urgency. Support the President’s pro-
posal on school construction and mod-
ernization.

END GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWNS
FOREVER

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, everyone
will recall that the government shut-
down last term and all the ramifica-
tions that followed. Many can make
the case that it was the President who
was at fault because he could have
signed the appropriations bills that
would have let government go on and
he could have said, as he did on the
welfare bill, well, there are some
things wrong here but we will fix them
later. But he chose to veto that bill.

Others can make the case that the
Congress failed because they did not
produce an appropriations bill to the
liking of the President. And so what
happened? The government shut down.

I have introduced legislation for sev-
eral terms now which can end govern-
ment shutdowns forever. | implore the
Members of the House on both sides to
join in cosponsorship and support of
this legislation. It would mean that at
the end of a fiscal year, if no budget
has been enacted by the time the clock
chimes in for the next budget year,
that there would be an automatic in-
stant replay of some percentage of the
last year’s budget so that government
can go on while the negotiators pro-
ceed with producing a new budget for
the new fiscal year.

We will hear more about this as the
time goes on and even today under spe-
cial orders.

EDUCATION OF OUR CHILDREN

(Mr. WEYGAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, | rise
this afternoon to address the most im-
portant issue that we could ever ad-
dress, and that is the education of our
children.

We have, and the President as well as
Members from both sides of the aisle,
have talked about education as being a
high priority. In Rhode Island just last
week | began to address that not with
just teachers or parents or administra-
tors but with the greatest consumers of
education, our children. What | did was
I brought together a roundtable of high
school students and asked them, what
about education, what about the issues
that we have been talking about,
teacher preparedness, drug abuse in the
school systems, mastering the basics,
computers in schools, what about fix-
ing our schools?

I was impressed with their knowl-
edge, their understanding and what
they felt was right to do about edu-
cation. They agree wholeheartedly
with our President’s plan and with our
plan to revise education. But more im-
portantly, what they were saying is
they felt that they were gifted; they
had the opportunity for computers in
schools; families that participated;
they had good schools and teacher pre-
paredness. They were concerned about
their fellow students who did not have
those same opportunities.
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Mr. Speaker, | implore my col-
leagues, we should be working to make
sure that all students have that oppor-
tunity, not just a few. | urge the Mem-
bers of the House to conduct and to
support legislation in that way.

ORCA WHALE PODS

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to express my deep concern over
the recent capture of orca whales off
the coast of Japan. Earlier this month
five orca whales were netted and sepa-
rated from their whale family, called a
pod. A whale pod, like a human family
unit, is vital for the survival of orcas.
These captured orcas are scheduled to
be sold to marine amusement parks
and a whale museum.

The capture of orcas was allowed
under a permit to gather them for re-
search purposes. Clearly, the use of
whales for business and entertainment
purposes blatantly violates the condi-
tions of the permit.

It is my understanding that orca pods
appear very infrequently in Japanese
waters. Destroying even one orca pod
can cause great harm to the small orca
population in that area.

The captured orca pod will certainly
suffer as a result of so many of its
members being separated, and could
even cause the pod’s complete disinte-
gration. | cannot condone this act and
will do whatever | can to see that the
five whales are released immediately.

0 1415
GIVE TEACHERS A BREAK

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, there
is a lot of talk in Washington these
days about education. The President is
talking about education. Business peo-
ple are talking about education. At
just about every level someone is talk-
ing about education, and every politi-
cian | bump into wants to talk about
education.

But as a former two-term State su-
perintendent of schools, | can tell you
talk is cheap, ladies and gentlemen.
That is why last week | went into the
classroom and began a program | call
Give Teachers a Break. | took over a
history and political science class and
taught a group of students in Lee
County High School in Sanford, NC in
an effort to really give a teacher a
break.

This program puts Congressmen in
the classroom where children are so
they can understand what is happening
day in and day out with a teacher, the
problems they face, the difficulties of
education, so we can learn from what is
happening and we can look into the
face of the next generation and have a
reminder of what is at stake.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I am proud that a number of my col-
leagues in this House have already de-
cided to join in this program, and I
challenge every Member of the U.S.
Congress to do it. Mr. Speaker, it is no
great feat to talk the talk on edu-
cation. Today | challenge every Mem-
ber to walk the walk and give a teacher
a break.

MAKE COLLEGE DEGREES
ACCESSIBLE

(Mr. BLAGOJEVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker, in
today’s America the price of the Amer-
ican dream comes attached to a college
tuition bill. Yet rising college costs are
steadily making that dream a mirage
for many working families. In all too
many cases, parents face the awful
choice between deep debt and telling
their child something they could never
have imagined: “We’d like to send you
to college, but, we’re sorry, we simply
can’t afford it.”

One of our Nation’s great poets once
asked, ‘“What happens to a dream de-
ferred?”’ If college tuitions remain out
of reach for average American families,
we will find the answer to that ques-
tion in a lost generation of our chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, we must make the
American dream a reality again before
college degrees become the exclusive
possession of the privileged. We must
make it a reality again so college de-
grees can serve as pathways to a life-
time of opportunity.

The best way to start is for this Con-
gress to pass President Clinton’s plan
to increase the Pell Grant Program. We
all know that a college degree is not a
right and the American dream is not
an entitlement, but it is our duty to
make college degrees accessible, and by
doing so we can make the American
dream a reality for millions of people
who want nothing more than a chance
to get ahead.

AMERICANS WITHOUT HEALTH
INSURANCE ON THE RISE

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to draw attention today to an
article that was on the front page of
the New York Times that found
through a recent survey that the num-
ber of uninsured in New York City is
dramatically on the rise. | am talking
about the national crisis of health in-
surance and the fact that increasingly
more and more Americans have no
health insurance. This of course was in
New York City, but it has implications
nationwide.

Interestingly enough, the biggest
problem is with children, children that
have no health insurance. We know
that the President has put forward a
proposal to expand health insurance
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options for children so that more and
more children are insured, and | think
that this report, which I will call more
attention to in the next few weeks,
really explains why that is important.

It says right here that most unin-
sured families in the city make be-
tween $15,000 and $45,000 a year. These
are working people. And the report
found the number of children without
insurance has gone up twice as fast as
the number of adults. This was a report
that was put out by the New York City
public advocate Mark Green, and in his
report it also finds that the proportion
of children who have no health insur-
ance rose to almost 20 percent in 1995,
up from 14 percent in 1990.

The report is very informative be-
cause it really throws aside a lot of the
myths that we have about who is not
getting the health insurance. It is the
working people, it is the children, it is
the people that have a lot to contribute
to this society, and we need to address
it in this Congress.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SoOL-
OMON). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces
that he will postpone further proceed-
ings today on the motion to suspend
the rules on which a recorded vote or
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall vote, if postponed, will
be taken on Wednesday, February 26,
1997.

AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST
FUND TAX REINSTATEMENT ACT
OF 1997

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 668) to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to reinstate the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund excise
taxes, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 668

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986
ODE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Airport and Airway Trust Fund Tax Re-
instatement Act of 1997”".

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

SEC. 2. REINSTATEMENT OF AIRPORT AND AIR-
WAY TRUST FUND EXCISE TAXES.

(a) FUEL TAXES.—

(1) AVIATION FUEL.—Subparagraph (A) of
section 4091(b)(3) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(A) The rate of tax specified in paragraph
(1) shall be 4.3 cents per gallon—
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‘(i) after December 31, 1996, and before the
date which is 7 days after the date of the en-
actment of the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997, and

““(ii) after September 30, 1997.”"

(2) AVIATION GASOLINE.—Subsection (d) of
section 4081 is amended by striking the para-
graph (3) added by section 1609(a) of the
Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996
and by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and in-
serting the following new paragraphs:

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The rates of tax specified
in clauses (i) and (iii) of subsection (a)(2)(A)
shall be 4.3 cents per gallon after September
30, 1999.

“(2) AVIATION GASOLINE.—The rate of tax
specified in subsection (a)(2)(A)(ii) shall be
4.3 cents per gallon—

““(A) after December 31, 1996, and before the
date which is 7 days after the date of the en-
actment of the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997, and

““(B) after September 30, 1997.”

(3) NONCOMMERCIAL AVIATION.—Paragraph
(3) of section 4041(c) is amended to read as
follows:

““(3) TERMINATION.—The rate of the taxes
imposed by paragraph (1) shall be 4.3 cents
per gallon—

““(A) after December 31, 1996, and before the
date which is 7 days after the date of the en-
actment of the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997, and

““(B) after September 30, 1997.”

(b) TICKET TAXES.—

(1) PERSONS.—Subsection (g) of section 4261
is amended to read as follows:

““(9) APPLICATION OF TAXES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The taxes imposed by
this section shall apply to—

“(A) transportation beginning during the
period—

““(i) beginning on the 7th day after the date
of the enactment of the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997,
and

““(it) ending on September 30, 1997, and

“(B) amounts paid during such period for
transportation beginning after such period.

““(2) REFUNDS.—If, as of the date any trans-
portation begins, the taxes imposed by this
section would not have applied to such trans-
portation if paid for on such date, any tax
paid under paragraph (1)(B) with respect to
such transportation shall be treated as an
overpayment.”

(2) PROPERTY.—Subsection (d) of section
4271 is amended to read as follows:

““(d) APPLICATION OF TAX.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The tax imposed by sub-
section (a) shall apply to—

““(A) transportation beginning during the
period—

‘(i) beginning on the 7th day after the date
of the enactment of the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997,
and

““(ii) ending on September 30, 1997, and

“(B) amounts paid during such period for
transportation beginning after such period.

““(2) REFUNDS.—If, as of the date any trans-
portation begins, the taxes imposed by this
section would not have applied to such trans-
portation if paid for on such date, any tax
paid under paragraph (1)(B) with respect to
such transportation shall be treated as an
overpayment.”

(c) TRANSFERS TO AIRPORT AND AIRWAY
TRUST FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
9502 is amended to read as follows:

“(b) TRANSFERS TO AIRPORT AND AIRWAY
TRUST FUND.—There are hereby appropriated
to the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
amounts equivalent to—

“(1) the taxes received
under—

in the Treasury
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“(A) subsections (c) and (e) of section 4041
(relating to aviation fuels),

‘“(B) sections 4261 and 4271 (relating to
transportation by air),

“(C) section 4081 (relating to gasoline) with
respect to aviation gasoline (to the extent
that the rate of the tax on such gasoline ex-
ceeds 4.3 cents per gallon), and

‘(D) section 4091 (relating to aviation fuel)
to the extent attributable to the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund financing rate, and

‘“(2) the amounts determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to be equivalent to
the amounts of civil penalties collected
under section 47107(n) of title 49, United
States Code.”

(2) TERMINATION OF FINANCING RATE.—Para-
graph (3) of section 9502(f) is amended to read
as follows:

““(3) TERMINATION.—Notwithstanding the
preceding provisions of this subsection, the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund financing
rate shall be zero with respect to taxes im-
posed during any period that the rate of the
tax imposed by section 4091(b)(1) is 4.3 cents
per gallon.”

(d) FLOOR STOCKS TAXES ON AVIATION GAS-
OLINE AND AVIATION FUEL.—

(1) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—In the case of any
aviation liquid on which tax was imposed
under section 4081 or 4091 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 before the tax effective
date and which is held on such date by any
person, there is hereby imposed a floor
stocks tax of—

(A) 15 cents per gallon in the case of avia-
tion gasoline, and

(B) 17.5 cents per gallon in the case of avia-
tion fuel.

(2) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY-
MENT.—

(A) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding,
on the tax effective date, any aviation liquid
to which the tax imposed by paragraph (1)
applies shall be liable for such tax.

(B) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe.

(C) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid on or before
the first day of the 5th month beginning
after the tax effective date.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

(A) TAX EFFECTIVE DATE.—The term ‘‘tax
effective date’” means the date which is 7
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(B) AVIATION LIQUID.—The term ‘‘aviation
liquid’”” means aviation gasoline and aviation
fuel.

(C) AVIATION GASOLINE.—The term ‘‘avia-
tion gasoline”” has the meaning given such
term in section 4081 of such Code.

(D) AVIATION FUEL.—The term ‘‘aviation
fuel” has the meaning given such term by
section 4093 of such Code.

(E) HELD BY A PERSON.—Aviation liquid
shall be considered as ‘“‘held by a person’ if
title thereto has passed to such person
(whether or not delivery to the person has
been made).

(F) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”
means the Secretary of the Treasury or the
Secretary’s delegate.

(4) EXCEPTION FOR EXEMPT USES.—The tax
imposed by paragraph (1) shall not apply to—

(A) aviation liquid held by any person on
the tax effective date exclusively for any use
for which a credit or refund of the entire tax
imposed by section 4081 or 4091 of such Code
(as the case may be) is allowable for such lig-
uid purchased on or after such tax effective
date for such use, or

(B) aviation fuel held by any person on the
tax effective date exclusively for any use de-
scribed in section 4092(b) of such Code.
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(5) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AMOUNTS OF
FUEL.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—No tax shall be imposed
by paragraph (1) on any aviation liquid held
on the tax effective date by any person if the
aggregate amount of such liquid (determined
separately for aviation gasoline and aviation
fuel) held by such person on such date does
not exceed 2,000 gallons. The preceding sen-
tence shall apply only if such person submits
to the Secretary (at the time and in the
manner required by the Secretary) such in-
formation as the Secretary shall require for
purposes of this paragraph.

(B) EXEMPT FUEL.—AnNYy liquid to which the
tax imposed by paragraph (1) does not apply
by reason of paragraph (4) shall not be taken
into account under subparagraph (A).

(C) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of
this paragraph—

(i) CORPORATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—AII persons treated as a
controlled group shall be treated as 1 person.

(I1) CONTROLLED GROUP.—The term ‘‘con-
trolled group’ has the meaning given such
term by subsection (a) of section 1563 of such
Code; except that for such purposes, the
phrase ‘““more than 50 percent’ shall be sub-
stituted for the phrase ‘“‘at least 80 percent”’
each place it appears in such subsection.

(ii) NONINCORPORATED PERSONS UNDER COM-
MON CONTROL.—Under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, principles similar to the
principles of clause (i) shall apply to a group
of persons under common control where 1 or
more of such persons is not a corporation.

(6) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—AIl provi-
sions of law, including penalties, applicable
with respect to the taxes imposed by section
4081 or 4091 of such Code shall, insofar as ap-
plicable and not inconsistent with the provi-
sions of this subsection, apply with respect
to the floor stocks taxes imposed by para-
graph (1) to the same extent as if such taxes
were imposed by such section 4081 or 4091, as
the case may be.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) FUEL TAXES.—The amendments made by
subsection (a) shall apply to periods begin-
ning on or after the 7th day after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) TICKET TAXES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made
by subsection (b) shall apply to transpor-
tation beginning on or after such 7th day.

(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN PAYMENTS.—EX-
cept as provided in subparagraph (C), the
amendments made by subsection (b) shall
not apply to any amount paid before such 7th
day.

(C) PAYMENTS OF PROPERTY TRANSPOR-
TATION TAX WITHIN CONTROLLED GROUP.—IN
the case of the tax imposed by section 4271 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, subpara-
graph (B) shall not apply to any amount paid
by 1 member of a controlled group for trans-
portation furnished by another member of
such group. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, all persons treated as a single em-
ployer under subsection (a) or (b) of section
52 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall
be treated as members of a controlled group.

(f) APPLICATION OF LOOK-BACK SAFE HAR-
BOR FOR DEPOSITS.—Nothing in the look-
back safe harbor prescribed in Treasury Reg-
ulation section 40.6302(c)-1(c)(2) shall be con-
strued to permit such safe harbor to be used
with respect to any tax unless such tax was
imposed throughout the look-back period.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].
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Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | have
a parliamentary inquiry. Is either the
gentleman from Texas or the gen-
tleman from New York opposed to the
bill? If not, | would like to request the
time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from New York opposed to
the motion?

Mr. RANGEL. No, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Tennessee opposed?

Mr. HILLEARY. Yes, | am, Mr.
Speaker, in its present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL]
does not qualify as opposed. The Chair
will recognize the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. HILLEARY] to manage the 20
minutes in opposition.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, may the
chairman of the full committee ad-
vance time to the minority?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas may yield time by
the minute or he may yield the gen-
tleman such time as he may consume.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | was pre-
pared for the inquiry by the gentleman
from Tennessee and | ask unanimous
consent to yield 10 minutes of my time
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
RANGEL] to assign as he may see fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter
on H.R. 668.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today | bring before the
House a bill, H.R. 668, the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund Tax Reinstatement
Act of 1997. This bipartisan legislation
was requested by the administration
and is urged by airport authorities and
operators across the country to restore
funding to the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund.

It is critical that the House pass H.R.
668 without delay or change. Absent
the additional trust fund revenues this
bill provides, essential aviation capital
programs, including safety enhance-
ments, will not proceed beyond the end
of February.

H.R. 668 corrects a $1.2 billion short-
fall in the trust fund and reinforces the
trust fund finances by restoring tempo-
rarily, through September 30, 1997, the
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10-percent passenger ticket tax and
other Airport and Airway Trust Fund
excise taxes which lapse after 1996. In
addition, the bill renews expired au-
thority for the transfer of aviation
taxes from general revenues into the
trust fund.

I cannot overstate the importance of
moving this bill swiftly. Within 5 days
the FAA will start sending out notices
canceling or suspending contracts
which involve safety expenditures and
airport improvements. We do not have
the luxury of time to deliberate alter-
natives which carry no guarantee of
speedy consideration in this Chamber
or in the Senate. Rather, an informal
Committee Transportation Task Force
is examining in depth the issue of long-
term financing for our Federal aviation
system so that this kind of crisis does
not occur again.

So that my colleagues have a clear
understanding of the consequences of
delay or inaction, the Federal Aviation
Administration has informed me that
some 850 airports located in every
State, Guam, and Puerto Rico will be
impacted. Furthermore, of the $1.3 bil-
lion total at risk, more than half is at-
tributable to small- and medium-sized
airports.

In summary, this bill addresses the
safety concerns of the airports, pilots,
and air travelers in every State. The
House should also be aware that the
Senate Finance Committee has already
acted upon identical legislation to ex-
pedite Senate floor consideration of
this measure and expected White House
approval.

Again, | urge my colleagues to allow
this bill to move forward immediately.
A delay will only jeopardize important
air safety improvements and, worse,
cast doubt on Congress’s ability to act
responsibly and effectively where es-
sential Government safety programs
face sudden financial disruptions.

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of all of
our Members, this is not a tax increase.
This is a reinstitution of an expired
provision. These funds are used for
only one purpose, and that is our air-
ports and airways. Passengers deserve
to know that when they fly, they will
fly safely, and this bill is essential in
that regard.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and | rise to support our chairman in
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill expired because
of an attempt at budgetary gimmickry
that has almost jeopardized the safety
of our airports and our passengers and
our pilots, but that is behind us, and I
think we have learned a lesson, and in
order to ensure the safe operation of
the Nation’s air transportation system,
I join with the chairman in sharing the
urgency with which we act, and that is
why this matter is on the suspension
calendar.

This bill will
through the end of September,

extend a ticket tax
1997,
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which will give the Congress and our
committee an opportunity to come up
with a long-term funding plan because,
as pointed out by the chairman of the
committee, this is merely the re-
institution of an existing tax that no-
body challenges is necessary if we are
going to safeguard our airways.

The bill also extends the Treasury
Department authority to transfer tax
revenue to the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund, which is a critical issue
for the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion. Without the necessary transfer of
tax revenue, the FAA will be unable to
commit to capital projects as early as
March, and March is, of course, just a
couple of days away.

We have to make certain that there
is confidence felt by Americans, and we
have the responsibility to provide that
for Americans who fly for work or for
pleasure. As a matter of fact, it im-
pedes the efficiency of our commerce,
as we have to transfer our goods and
services to all parts of our country and
to the world.

| think it is very important that this
tax be extended to give the committee
an opportunity to assure this Congress
and the Nation that this will not hap-
pen again and that we are going to
work it out in such a way that it can-
not happen again. | certainly know
that Members on our side are prepared
to work with the majority party and
with the President in making certain
that we come up with a proper solution
of this very serious problem.

If it has not been said, | think the
Congress should know that this bill
passed out of the Committee on Ways
and Means on a voice vote without ob-
jection.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
H.R. 668, the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund Tax Reinstatement Act. | oppose
the bill in its present form precisely
because, as its title indicates, it is a
tax increase, a $2.7 billion tax increase.

We will probably hear debate from
supporters about how reasonable and
sensible this tax increase is. We have
already heard it is a user fee, and that
it is. We may hear about how this is
simply putting a tax back that has
been in existence for many years. We
may hear about how this is only a tem-
porary extension of an old tax. We may
hear about how there is a plan to make
this an even better tax or user fee in
the next fall. But one fact remains, Mr.
Speaker. To quote a letter | received
Monday from the National Taxpayers
Union, quote, “This bill standing alone
indisputably raises taxes.”’
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To quote a letter | received Monday
from Americans for Tax Reform, quote,
“ATR does not support renewing this
tax,”” unquote.

To quote a letter | received this
morning from Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, quote, ‘“We are greatly
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concerned that one of the first sub-
stantive pieces of legislation consid-
ered by the 105th Congress is one that
will raise taxes. That is exactly what
H.R. 668, the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund Tax Reinstatement Act, will do,
raise taxes on American travelers,” un-
quote.

To quote another letter | received
this morning, quote, ‘“‘Citizens for a
Sound Economy strongly oppose H.R.
668, the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
Tax Reinstatement Act of 1997. This
tax will cost U.S. taxpayers $2.7 bil-
lion,” unquote.

And just as | came to the floor some-
one handed me yet another letter from
the American Conservative Union, and
I will quote part of it:

“As it stands now, this legislation
will have the effect of raising taxes on
American consumers by another $2.7
billion between now and the end of Sep-
tember 1997. We find it unconscionable
that such legislation should be allowed
to come to the floor of the House with-
out an offsetting tax cut provision.”

I know we can call this tax by many
different names. We can call it an ex-
cise tax, we can call it a user fee, we
can call it an assessment on air travel-
ers, we can call it revenue enhance-
ment. But you know, back home in
Tennessee that old story about if it
looks like a duck, walks like a duck,
talks like a duck, it is probably a duck.
That is what we say back home, and
that is what a lot of people say.

You can call this tax whatever you
want. You can dress the tax up however
you want. But it still quacks like a
duck. It is not just me and the people
of Tennessee calling this a tax, but the
National Taxpayers Union, American
Conservative Union, the Counsel for
Citizens Against Government Waste,
Citizens for a Sound Economy, and the
Americans for Tax Reform also call it
a tax.

Mr. Speaker, this year the Federal
Government is expected to spend $1
trillion 631 billion. The problem here is
that we are not taxing Americans too
little, but the Federal Government
continues to spend too much.

Mr. Speaker, | do not understand
what all the rush is about to raise this
tax. The report filed by the Committee
on Ways and Means clearly states the
current balance in the trust fund is suf-
ficient to fund the FAA’s operating ex-
penses to the end of the 1997 fiscal
year. As | understand that, planes will
continue to fly, flight controllers will
continue to remain in their towers, and
they will continue to provide safe and
efficient air travel for Americans.

If the problem is that we will run out
of funding for capital improvement
projects at airports, that can be solved
very quickly without any tax increase.
I have been advised that if we pass sim-
ple transfer authority to the Treasury,
capital projects will be able to con-
tinue for several months while we fig-
ure out how to get an agreement on a
revenue-neutral bill to pass.

More than $1 billion in excise taxes
have been collected by the airlines last
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fall, but they do not send the check to
the Treasury until the end of this
week. The problem we have is that the
Treasury has no legal authority to
transfer the money to the airport trust
fund. We could pass a simple bill giving
the Treasury the authority it needs to
transfer the money to the airport trust
fund. Then we can figure out how to
give the American taxpayers a break,
or at least not give them another black
eye.

There is no reason why we need to be
steamrolling taxpayers just to con-
tinue paving runways. Instead we
should try to give them a break.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
oppose this tax increase.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], a member of the
committee.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to report that this legislation
before us today represents a bipartisan
and unanimous effort on the part of the
Committee on Ways and Means to find
an immediate solution to the very real
crisis threatening the solvency of the
airport and airway trust fund.

In my home State of Minnesota, the
Metropolitan Airports Commission was
seriously concerned when the trust
fund was expected to run out of money
in June or July of this year. Now that
we know the expected date of insol-
vency is March, there is absolutely no
time for delay. And | just want to say,
Mr. Speaker, as the No. 1 ranked Mem-
ber of Congress last session by the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, | take a back
seat to nobody when it comes to pro-
tecting American taxpayers. And as
this letter | have, which | will submit
for the RECORD, from Grover Norquist
of Americans for Tax Reform clearly
states, this is not a tax increase, as the
chairman also stated. It is the rein-
statement of an existing and necessary
tax.

Mr. Speaker, it is also worth noting
that this is a temporary measure. A
transportation task force, in fact, of
the Committee on Ways and Means is
working hard right now in developing
fair alternatives to the present excise
tax, and | hope a fair funding mecha-
nism will be developed later this year
in the context of FAA funding and our
larger budget negotiations.

But while we consider the equities of
reforming the system, it is absolutely
crucial for national air safety that we
temporarily and immediately restore
the aviation excise taxes. Our Nation’s
safety depends on this action, and it is
too important, Mr. Speaker, to fall vic-
tim to political posturing or political
grandstanding.

I urge my colleagues to do the right
thing for Americans who travel by air,
and support this bill.

The letter referred to is as follows:
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AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM,
Washington, DC, February 24, 1997.
Congressman JOHN BOEHNER,
House Republican Conference.

DEAR JOHN: | sincerely appreciate your
commitment to the Pledge and all of the
work that you have done to uphold and
strengthen it. You have been one of the lead-
ers in the House of Representatives concern-
ing the Pledge, and | wanted you to know
that your efforts are recognized.

I would also like to thank you for your
question regarding the pledge and the air
ticket tax. Although ATR does not support
renewing this tax, voting for it will not vio-
late the Federal Taxpayer Protection
Pledge, because it does not ‘“‘increase the
marginal income tax rates for individuals
and/or businesses,”” and it does not ‘“‘reduc[e]
or eliminat[e] deductions and credits.”” In ad-
dition, ATR will not include this vote in our
next rating of Congress.

If you have any further questions or con-
cerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thanks again for all of your help!

Sincerely,
GROVER G. NORQUIST,
President.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL] a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, today we are debating a very
serious piece of legislation. This legis-
lation reinstates Federal aviation
taxes which expired at the end of the
year. Due to our failure to reach a
budget agreement and only the willing-
ness to enact short-term extensions, we
are now faced with this serious situa-
tion.

The House Committee on Ways and
Means and the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, acting in a bipartisan manner,
moved quickly on this legislation, and
we have indeed offered what | think is
a correction. But unfortunately there
are those who will have people believe
that this is a tax increase. This is an
extension of a tax that expired because
of the Congress’ inability to promptly
renew the tax.

I do not think any of us here are in
favor of raising taxes, and what we
must remember is that this is not a
new tax. One of the criticisms fre-
quently leveled in this institution of
tax increases as they are proposed is
that they contribute to unnecessary
spending and that there is no account-
ing of how indeed those dollars are
spent.

Well, that is certainly untrue of Fed-
eral aviation taxes. Revenue from
these taxes are placed in the airport
and airway trust fund, and | underscore
the term trust fund. The fund provides
100 percent of the Federal funding for
airport improvements, facilities, equip-
ment, research, engineering, planning,
and development projects and about 75
percent of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration’s operating funds. This fund
is solely based upon aviation excise tax
revenue. We ought to act promptly.

Last week the FAA stopped all fiscal
1997 airport improvement grants, and
in my State of Massachusetts this af-
fects 14 projects.

The extension of this Federal avia-
tion tax is an issue which impacts all
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of our constituents, as we know, from
time to time based upon a headline
that grips all of us. We all benefit from
safe and effective air transport.

I have a letter from Chairman
Saltmarsh of the Massachusetts Aero-
nautics Commission and | think a line
from this letter succinctly summarizes
this debate.

If the aviation excise taxes are not rein-
stated quickly, the FAA fiscal crisis could
result in a degradation of air transportation
safety.

We should heed this message and
enact the reinstatement of the aviation
ticket taxes. The extension through
the end of this fiscal year serves all of
our constituents well, and | currently
serve on a task force which is review-
ing all of these excise tax proposals.

I urge my colleagues today to let
common sense prevail. It is our respon-
sibility to reinstate these aviation
taxes. These taxes are of necessary pur-
pose and provide a purpose and service
which benefits all of us.

I also think it is interesting that a
year ago we were in the midst of a
stalemate in this institution over how
much authority the Secretary of the
Treasury ought to have. Today the sug-
gestion is being made in one quarter
that we ought to refrain from action on
this aviation tax proposal, and instead
turn the authority for this issue over
to the Treasury Secretary so that he
might assemble a solution. That is not
the role of the executive branch in this
instance.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PauL].

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, if I could be
convinced that this piece of legislation
was truly the honoring of a user fee, |
believe | could give it some support. |
believe user fees and trust funds may
be a way to go in many of the areas of
our system that overtaxes and over-
spends. But | have come to the conclu-
sion that this so-called reinstatement
is a tax increase. Not only would | not
be satisfied with even maintaining a
tax, | would like to see taxes go down.
The fact that there will be $2.7 billion
more extracted from the American tax-
payers, | feel compelled to oppose this
piece of legislation.

But at the same time, | would like to
put in a good word for the trust funds.
Truly, if we would follow our commit-
ment to the trust funds and not use
these trust funds for spending in the
general revenues, | think we would all
be better off. Whether it is the Social
Security trust fund or whether it is the
highway trust fund or the airport trust
fund or the port trust fund, | think it
would be much better if they were true
user fees, and since | conclude that this
is not a true user fee and it is an actual
increase of taxes going into the general
revenues, | feel compelled to oppose
this piece of legislation.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
H.R. 668.
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1%> minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN].

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the reinstatement of the 10
percent ticket tax. | want to commend
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER] for his leadership on this issue.
Chairman Archer is chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, has
never supported an increase in taxes,
and neither have I.

We have the safest and most efficient
aviation system in the world, but it is
growing by leaps and bounds due to
great increases in both air passenger
and air cargo traffic. We simply cannot
operate a safe, efficient, rapidly grow-
ing system for free. We have to spend
money on it, and this means either
some type of tax or some type of user
fee or some combination of both.

Speaker GINGRICH has asked the Sub-
committee on Aviation, which | chair,
to look into a user fee system. We have
already held 2 days of hearings on this
and have heard from many outstanding
witnesses, but we are still a long way
from reaching any type of consensus on
this. In the meantime while we con-
sider user fees or other types of taxes,
we need to reinstate the 10 percent
ticket tax.

Aviation is one of the few major
fields in which the United States still
leads the world, but we need to support
Chairman ARCHER and take this very
necessary step today to make sure that
we maintain a safe and efficient avia-
tion system.

I urge my colleagues to support the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]
and the Committee on Ways and Means
and reinstate this tax. This is not a tax
increase and we need to take this step
at this time.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is remaining on my side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SoL-
OMON). The gentleman from Tennessee
has 12 minutes remaining, the gen-
tleman from Texas has 3 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from New
York has 4 minutes remaining. So the
gentleman from Tennessee has sub-
stantial time ahead of them.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman from New York wish to
speak again on this before we wind up?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Tennessee have no fur-
ther speakers at this point?

Mr. HILLEARY. | have no further
speakers other than myself.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | will
leave it up to you how we handle this.
I have one more speaker and | assume
we want to end it all together, so if the
gentleman intends to use all of his
time, | think it is important to know
that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has the right to
close, and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee has the right to speak just be-
fore the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. RANGEL. | only have one more
speaker.
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Mr. HILLEARY. | will be speaking
and | will be consuming the rest of my
time and then yielding back.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Texas have no further
speakers except himself to close?

Mr. Archer. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time other than
my closing speech.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In that
case, the Chair will recognize the gen-
tleman from New York to close for his
side.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have
one speaker. | did want to make some
closing comments.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR], who is the ranking senior mem-
ber on the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

0O 1445

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, |
thank our Democratic leader on the
committee for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, to characterize this bill
as a tax increase is a disservice to
truth, to history, and to aviation. The
truth simply is that this bill represents
the reinstatement of a fee. It is called
a tax, but it has been treated as a fee,
a fee that was the unintended victim of
the budgetary train wreck that we en-
gaged in at the end of 1995 and the be-
ginning of 1996. Nobody intended that
this fee, that these funds should lapse.
It is only fair, it is only fair to air
travelers that we reinstate this fee and
these funds into the Aviation Trust
Fund.

The history that we would be disserv-
ing is that in 1970 air travelers of this
country, through the Congress, agreed
to impose a fee to be deposited in a
trust fund like the Highway Trust
Fund for the purposes of aviation, to
serve the needs of a growing sector of
our economy, which sector today rep-
resents $600 billion, 10 percent of our
gross domestic product in the United
States.

To allow this fee to lapse and the
funding that goes into the Aviation
Trust Fund to lapse would be a disserv-
ice to aviation. It would mean that
there would be no money for airport
construction unless we are prepared to
appropriate funds out of the general
revenues, which, in effect, would be a
real tax increase on the rest of the
American economy. There would be no
funds for airport improvement
projects, runways, taxiways, overlays,
parking aprons on the side of airports.

There would be no funds to continue
the modernization of the air traffic
control system, the $32 billion mod-
ernization program which we get a
monthly report on the status; 87 to 90
percent of a $32 billion program is al-
ready in place and we are making
progress toward finishing the job by
the end of this decade; and air traffic
controllers would not be paid.

All of us in this body who travel on
weekends would find our travel sched-
ules grinding to a halt unless we are
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prepared to appropriate funds from
some other source. Again, air travelers
agreed to impose this fee on themselves
in 1970. For 27 years this revenue
stream has funded the needs of avia-
tion.

As the former chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, | say those
funds are wisely invested in stimulat-
ing the most dynamic sector of the Na-
tion’s economy, which in international
affairs generates for the United States
a huge surplus balance of payments in
aviation trade, in cargo and passengers
with the Pacific Rim and the European
Community, and we ought not to do
such a disservice to aviation, to that
important economic sector, by allow-
ing this fee to expire.

So | commend the chairman of the
committee for undertaking this initia-
tive, and our Democratic leader for
moving it forward. We look forward to
working with the committee on devel-
oping an alternative means of financ-
ing air traffic control in the coming
months.

Mr. Speaker, | am in strong support of this
measure, and | appreciate it being scheduled
in an expeditious manner. With this bill, the
aviation trust fund will not go broke a month
from now. If the bill is not passed, there will
be a forced curtailment of about three-fourths
of our planned and already appropriated avia-
tion capital development spending for the bal-
ance of this fiscal year.

We are responding to a crisis created when
the taxes expired at the end of last December
and the airline industry, legally, did not remit
the taxes collected last fall until this week. But
traveling public needs to understand that this
is a created crises, not one that just hap-
pened.

Rather than provide a steady stream of rev-
enues to fund most of the Federal Govern-
ment’s aviation safety and security programs
and the operation of the air traffic control sys-
tem, the Congress allowed the aviation taxes
to expire twice in the past 14 months, and with
this bill, there is the distinct possibility that the
taxes will expire again 7 months from now.

We have fallen into the mode of funding
long-term capital improvements and the day-
in-and-day-out operations of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration in a hand-to-mouth fashion.
This is no way to proceed.

We should be establishing a long-term
source of funding for the Nation’s aviation pro-
grams, so that we are not in what has grown
to become a perpetual funding crisis. The rea-
son we are not doing so is clear: Our budget
scorekeeping rules will permit these expired
taxes to be counted as new revenue when
they are reinstated, and hence, under our
budget scorekeeping rules, the Congress can
forgo, much more easily, tough budget and tax
choices later. This is a neat trick; a cute gim-
mick; but it plays games with our Nation’s
aviation system.

There is no choice but to support this bill,
but we should be doing something for a much
longer term. And if we need to change our
system of funding our aviation programs when
we get recommendations from the National
Civil Aviation Review Commission later this
year, let us do so. But we should not have to
do so in the artificially created crisis atmos-
phere that we will find ourselves at the end of
this fiscal year.
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Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH].

Mr. Scarborough. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to thank the gentleman
from Tennessee for yielding me this
time.

Let me say first of all that as a fa-
ther of two children, ages 9 and 6, as
somebody that goes up in the air two
times a week, three times a week,
every time | step onto an airplane | ob-
viously am concerned, because | do not
want my boys growing up without a fa-
ther. The more | travel, the more | re-
alize | am taking my life into my own
hands.

Despite that fact, | think that we
have come to a point as a country
where we are taxing our citizens 50.2
percent of every dollar they earn. This
is another $3 billion tax increase, any
way you want to put it, that is not
being offset right now.

Let me say that on any tax policy, |
trust the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee more than anybody
else, and if the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER] had his way over the past
2 years, America would be on its way
to tax reform in such a way that would
save the United States of America and
make us the strongest Nation in the
world.

I would vote for the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for President 2000,
but he is not the man who is going to
be making the final decisions on
whether we can offset the $3 billion
that we need to offset. That man is on
the other side of Pennsylvania Avenue.
He has demagogued the tax issue for 2
years, and we cannot trust the admin-
istration to play straight.

So | refuse to take part in voting for
any bill that will make Americans pay
more than the 50.2 percent of every dol-
lar that they earn in the future. | hope
that we can vote down this bill and
that Chairman Archer can be given the
leeway he needs to go ahead and find
the $3 billion to offset the tax increase,
because | will tell my colleagues this:
Neither Chairman ARCHER, neither the
gentleman from  Tennessee [Mr.
HILLEARY] nor myself came up to
Washington to raise taxes any more
than what the other side of the aisle
has been doing for the past 30 years. So
I respectfully will vote against this bill
and would ask other conservatives to
do the same.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
HILLEARY] for proving that any issue
coming before this House can be de-
bated and that there are two sides to
every story. However, the gentleman
should know that as a result of this tax
expiring, it has not been of any lesser
cost to the traveler, and so the airports
are collecting this money and it is not
being transferred for the purposes that
the Congress intended.

So my colleague may get caught in a
Catch-22 that in your effort to reduce
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the cost to passengers, that is not hap-
pening, and at the same time you are
not providing the service which this
Congress has an obligation to provide.
So | would hope that the Members take
that into consideration in supporting
this bill.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the remainder of my time.

Let me just finish up this debate on
my side by commending the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER]. | would echo what the gen-
tleman from Florida said. | know that
he is not for tax increases; everybody
knows that, and | know he has worked
hard on this. | am going to support an
increase in funding for the FAA and
airline safety. That is not really at
issue.

I just want to say, though, that this
has been a tax that we have reinstated
before. This is reinstating it this time,
it has been reinstated before. The last
time we reinstated it, we did so with a
corresponding tax cut so that it was
not really a net tax increase. That is
all we are asking for this time, is a cor-
responding tax cut.

I do not really care what we call it.
We can call it a tax increase, we can
call it a user fee increase, we can call
it whatever we want. | do not think
that is a big issue; it is really a mute
issue. | think a lot has been said about
airline safety. That is a mute issue. Ev-
erybody is for that, and they are not in
danger of losing funding that would
bring their operations below any kind
of safety standards. But this is a big
issue to me, and it kind of goes to the
essence of what | think we are as con-
servatives.

Mr. Speaker, when we left this town
last fall, we were asked to vote for bil-
lions of dollars of new spending that
was going to eventually go on the
backs of our grandchildren, and we had
to do that because we were being beat-
en up back home politically and we had
to get back to defend ourselves. Some-
times you have to do those things.
Sometimes you have to take a step
backward so you can live to fight again
another day, and we did live in the
elections and we are here to fight an-
other day. This is that other day. We
took that step backwards last fall so
we could take two steps forward in the
105th Congress.

Well, this is the first substantive bill
that we are going to be voting on, and
it is a $2.7 billion increase in revenue,
however you characterize it. Is this
what the conservative 105th Congress is
going to stand for, if the first sub-
stantive bill we vote on is a tax in-
crease?

It goes to the very essence of what
we are as conservatives. We are for bal-
ancing the budget and shrinking the
Federal Government so that those
folks back in Tennessee or Florida, or
wherever, that are working two jobs
just trying to make ends meet, both
spouses working two jobs, do not have
yet another program that they have to
pay for.
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Mr. Speaker, this is a tax on people
who buy jet fuel and it is a tax on peo-
ple who buy tickets from airlines, but
these are real people, ordinary people;
these are not high income people, all of
them. | had a lady a couple of years
ago, about a year-and-a-half ago call
me, and her son was being sent off to
Bosnia and he had been in the Army
and he had been in Korea, and he had
just come back, was in California, and
then he got orders to go to Bosnia. She
could not afford to go out to California
to see him and she was distraught. She
could not afford that ticket, at what-
ever cost it was. | managed to find her
a way to get out there to see him, but
there are other folks. The grandmother
who wants to go out and see that
grandchild that has just been born, she
has never seen that grandchild.

These are not all high income people.
These are regular folks. This is another
increase on their backs, call it a user
fee, call it a tax, call it whatever we
want. This is not really something that
| oppose, the increase of this user fee/
tax. But we must have an offsetting
tax cut so it is not yet another tax in-
crease, so that this very bond, this very
cord that bonds all conservatives.

Mr. Speaker, we disagree on abortion
and this and that and the other, but
one thing that we all agree on is that
we do not want to feed the Federal
Government, that monster, any more
money in any form. That is the one
thing we can all agree on, and the first
thing that we are being asked to vote
on of substance in the 105th Congress is
an enhancement or increase of that fee
or that tax or whatever you want to
call it.

That is why | rise in opposition to
this bill as it is presently formed. |
would move to support it if it had an
offsetting tax decrease.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, | understand the posi-
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. HILLEARY], but | must say that
the funds that will be raised from this
tax go for a very special purpose, and
they are limited to go for that very
special purpose, and that is to provide
safety for the air travelers.

I wish that we could have tickets
sold all over this country without a tax
in it so that we could have lower air
fares for every passenger, but it takes
money to build a safety infrastructure,
and if we do not pass this bill, many
improvements in safety infrastructure
will not occur.

Antiquated radar systems that have
already had repairs will not be replaced
with modern radar systems. | would
not want to be on that plane that does
not get that infrastructure as a result
of failing to pass this tax. Deicing ca-
pabilities in airports across this coun-
try that need to be available will not
be done, and on and on and on.

Yes, the air traffic controllers will be
there, but what kind of computer
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backup, what kind of technology are
they going to have? Will we continue
to depend upon computers that still
use the old vacuum tube, which none
are made in the U.S. today? We have to
go to Poland to buy the replacement,
repair parts, because we have not up-
dated those computers, and that now
will be put on the sidelines if we do not
pass this bill.

The Americans for Tax Reform, and |
have a letter here signed by Grover
Farquist, the president, says that they
support this bill, that this is not an in-
crease in the personal or corporate in-
come tax. Members should know that.

I am sure the gentleman from Ten-
nessee did not intentionally misrepre-
sent their position. But this is a good
bill, it is a needed bill. It is a bill that
will pass sometime this year if it does
not pass now, and in the meantime, if
we do not pass it now, we are poten-
tially jeopardizing improvements in
the safety infrastructure that is essen-
tial to all of us as air travelers.

Mr. Speaker, | urge the passage of
the bill.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
H.R. 668. This measure is critical to ensure
that funds will continue to flow to the aviation
trust fund. The Memphis and Shelby County
airport authority, which is located in my con-
gressional district is due to receive approxi-
mately $11,000,000 in airport improvement
grants this fiscal year to construct a new third
parallel runway at Memphis International Air-
port. The airport authority is also expecting an
additional $4,000,000 for the Noise Compat-
ibility Program.

Mr. Speaker, my congressional district is
one of the Nation's top distribution centers in
part because the largest cargo airline in the
world operates from our international airport.
H.R. 668 is essential to commerce not only in
the Ninth Congressional District but throughout
the Nation and the world. | urge my col-
leagues to vote for H.R. 668.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of a short-term reimposition of the avia-
tion excise taxes through the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year. | want to take this opportunity
to reiterate my strong support of the work un-
derway by Chairman BiLL ARCHER's Ways and
Means Committee Transportation Tax Task
Force, led by Congressman MAC COLLINS, to
examine alternative means of assessing avia-
tion costs. The short-term renewal which we
are considering today in no way diminishes
the efforts of the task force to identify a long-
term solution to FAA financing. This extension
will provide the task force with the time need-
ed to study the issues and make rec-
ommendations to Chairman Archer.

I commend Chairman ARCHER and Rep-
resentative CoLLINS for the fair, thorough and
deliberative manner in which the task force is
conducting its review, and | look forward to re-
viewing the task force’s report.

Aviation is a vital sector of our national
economy. If we are to maintain our preeminent
aviation status in the world, we must ensure
that the FAA has the resources to procure
state-of-the-art equipment and employ the
most efficient processes. At the same time, we
must determine an equitable and efficient way
possible to charge users for aviation services
and cover the costs of the FAA.
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This short-term extension will give FAA the
necessary resources to perform its important
duties as we examine and develop possible
alternative methods of financing the FAA. |
urge my colleagues to support the short-term
extension and the long-term effort to reform
FAA operations and financing.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | join Chairman Ar-
cher and the ranking member in strong sup-
port of H.R. 668. It is vital that the House take
action today to reinforce funding for the airport
and airway trust fund.

H.R. 668 temporarily restores the 10 per-
cent passenger ticket tax and other airport and
airway trust fund excise taxes which lapsed
last December 31. This legislation extends
these excise taxes through September 30,
1997. Prompt enactment of this legislation is
essential to our Nation’s air transportation sys-
tem. Failure to do so would result in the air-
port trust fund having inadequate revenues to
support airport capital improvements and safe-
ty enhancements beyond March 1997.

While H.R. 668 addresses the short-term
solvency of the airport and airway trust fund,
Congress must do a better job of ensuring a
dependable revenue stream to support our
Nation’s air transportation system.

The excise taxes supporting the airport trust
fund first expired at midnight on December 31,
1995. Despite pleas from some of us for im-
mediate action, Congress sat on its hands for
nearly 9 months before reinstating the excise
taxes on August 27, 1996. Then, 5 months
later, Congress let the excise taxes lapse
again. Now, once again, we're temporarily ex-
tending the taxes until September 30.

Certainly, there’s a lot of interest in restruc-
turing the ticket taxes that support the airport
trust fund. | personally believe the current ex-
cise tax is inequitable and should be restruc-
tured so that the financial cost of maintaining
our Nation’s air transportation system is more
fairly spread among those who use the sys-
tem. Congress should explore all the options
to make the ticket tax as fair as possible. |
hope my colleagues will agree that we should
resolve this matter promptly so this debate will
never again disrupt the air transportation sys-
tem.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of extending the user fees that fund
the our airports and airways. Extending this
program renews our commitment to providing
our constituents with safe and modern air trav-
el without breaking our commitment against
new taxes.

The surcharge on airline tickets has been in
place for more than a quarter of a century and
is a critical step in ensuring that those who
use the airway infrastructure contribute to its
maintenance and improvement.

The ticket tax expired at the end of last
year. At the time, Congress chose to delay ac-
tion on extension of the tax. Congress and the
administration agreed that there was sufficient
money in the trust funds to cover expenses
between then and the start of fiscal year 1998.
It was thought that during the intervening
months, Congress could consider changes to
the ways in which money is collected for the
trust funds and include those reforms in a
broader budget bill.

Unfortunately, however, the need for imme-
diate action has become apparent. If the sur-
charge on airline tickets is not immediately ex-
tended, there could be significant shortfalls in
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these critical accounts, delaying needed air-
port improvement programs such as those
going on in Des Moines today.

More importantly, a depletion of the trust
fund poses a very real and very serious safety
threat to our already strained air traffic infra-
structure. | believe that we will be gambling
with public safety if we fail to act promptly to
extend the ticket tax.

The ticket tax has been a regular feature of
airline travel since 1970. Although it lapsed at
the end of last year, passage of this bill is not
a new tax. It is an extension of an existing one
which has expired.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to vote
in favor of this important legislation.

O 1500

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SoL-
OMON). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARcHER] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 668.

The question was taken.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule | and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

PERMISSION FOR SPEAKER TO EN-
TERTAIN MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULES ON WEDNESDAY,
FEBRUARY 26, 1997

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that on Wednesday,
February 26, 1997, the Speaker be au-
thorized to entertain motions to sus-
pend the rules and pass the following
two bills: H.R. 624, the Armored Car
Reciprocity Amendments of 1997; and
H.R. 497, to repeal the Federal charter
of group hospitalization and medical
services.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO INSERT PROGRAM
AND REMARKS OF MEMBER REP-
RESENTING THE HOUSE AT
GEORGE WASHINGTON’S BIRTH-
DAY CEREMONIES

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the program
and the remarks of the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], the
Member representing the House of Rep-
resentatives at the wreath-laying cere-
mony at the Washington Monument for
the observance of George Washington’s
birthday on Thursday, February 20,
1997, be inserted in today’s CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

A TRIBUTE TO GEORGE WASHINGTON
(By Congresswoman Connie Morella)

Honored guests, ladies and gentlemen.

We gather here today at this monument in
this great federal city of Washington to
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honor George Washington, the father and
founder of our country. He was a soldier, a
nation builder, and a statesman—and,
thanks to that mythmaker Parson Weems, a
man who could never tell a lie.

As every school child knows, along with
that cherry tree tale, Washington was Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Continental Armies,
and led the American colonies in their war of
revolution against the British Crown.

For eight long years, through many de-
feats and hardships, Washington led his
army of farmers, shopkeepers, and back-
woodsmen against the mighty forces of King
George Il1l. Many doubted he would succeed,
but he stayed the course, never wavering
until finally the British were defeated and
American independence was won.

(As an aside, | have to remind all the Vir-
ginians present that Maryland too has a cer-
tain connection to Washington. Monu-
mentally and personally.)

I would like to point out that most of the
marble facing for the monument came from
Maryland—with a little help from Massachu-
setts!

As a Marylander, | am very proud to also
point out that General Washington, after
saying goodbye to his officers in New York
City, traveled to Annapolis, Maryland, where
the Congress was sitting. Two days before
Christmas in 1783, Washington resigned as
Commander-in-chief “‘with satisfaction the
Appointment | accepted with diffidence. . .
Having now finished the work assigned me, |
now retire from the great theater of Action.”

Or so he thought.

Washington hoped to return to his beloved
Mount Vernon, there to resume his life as a
country gentleman and farmer. But, as we
all know, our struggling young country
needed him again, and again he answered the
call to serve: to ensure our newly won inde-
pendence, to help transform the government
of the new nation from the Articles of Con-
federation to the Constitution, and then to
led the new republic through its earliest
days as its President.

Incidentally, a few of our Founding Fa-
thers were rather smitten by royalty. In
fact, John Adams proposed that we call our
chief executive ‘““High Royal Highness, the
President of the United States, and the Pro-
tector of the Liberties of the States.” How’s
that for a title? Fortunately, Washington
prevailed, and the title became simply “Mr.
President’’!

Today, we search for role models, for lead-
ers whose steadfastness, character, and self-
lessness will inspire our children to be good
citizens, to use their talents in the service of
their communities and country. My friends,
we serve our children and grandchildren well
when we celebrate the life and career of
George Washington.

In 1814, fifteen years after Washington’s
death, Thomas Jefferson reflected upon his
friend, our Friend President:

“His mind was great and powerful, . . . no
judgment was ever sounder. . . . Perhaps the
strongest feature in his character was pru-
dence, never acting until every cir-
cumstance, every consideration, was ma-
turely weighed, refraining if he saw a doubt,
but, when once decided, going through with
his purpose. . . . His integrity was most
pure, his justice the most inflexible I have
ever known. ... He was indeed, in every
sense of the words, a wise, a good, and a
great man.”

Ladies and gentlemen, | can add nothing
more.

PRESIDENT GEORGE WASHINGTON
265TH BIRTHDAY OBSERVANCE
Thursday, February 20, 1997, 11:00 am,
Washington Monument, Washington, DC.
PROGRAM

Opening: Arnold Goldstein, Superintend-
ent, National Capital Parks Central.
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Presentation of Colors: Joint Armed Serv-
ices Color Guard.

To the Colors: Old Guard Fife and Drum
Corps.

Pledge of Allegiance: Cub Scout Stephen
Strenio, Cub Scout Pack 461, Bethesda,
Maryland.

Welcome: Superintendent Goldstein.

Musical Selection: Old Guard Fife and
Drum Corps.

Remarks: Russell Train, First Vice Presi-
dent, Washington National Monument Soci-

ety.
Remarks: Terry Carlstrom, Acting Re-
gional Director, National Capital Region,

National Park Service.

Remarks: Honorable Constance Morella,
Maryland Eighth District, U.S. House of
Representatives.

Presentation of the Wreaths: The Wreath
of the U.S. House of Representatives, Honor-
able Constance Morella. The Wreath of the
Washington National Monument Society,
Russell Train. The Wreath of the National
Park Service, Terry Carlstrom.

TAPS

RETIRING OF THE COLORS

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
GEKAS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

WITHDRAWAL OF REQUEST FOR
SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GEKAS). The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] withdraws his re-
quest for a special order.

THE ISSUE OF EDUCATION AND
THE AFRICAN-AMERICAN COM-
MUNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OWENS] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we are
again quite pleased to observe that the
bipartisan consensus on education is
rolling forward. | heard this morning a
colleague speak of a new initiative to
get Congressmen to go into the class-
rooms.

We have had such initiatives in New
York, where they want you to be a
principal or teacher for a day, for some
time. These kinds of initiatives are
minuscule in terms of the overall prob-
lem of improving education, but they
are important. It is important to have
as much contact as possible.

| understand over the weekend there
was a special conference held in Chi-
cago on education as it impacts upon
the black community. Nowhere is it
more important than in the black com-
munity that we take a close look at
what is happening with education. The
crisis in education is very much the
number one crisis in the African-Amer-
ican community.
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Anybody who takes any look at what
is happening there, any proposals that
are put forward, any new initiatives re-
lated to the mobilization of the institu-
tions within the African-American
community to deal with education, is
doing a great service. It ought to be a
priority for all of our churches, it
ought to be a priority for all of our
civil rights institutions, our frater-
nities, our local community-based or-
ganizations.

Nothing is more important in the Af-
rican-American community than edu-
cation. Nothing is more important in
America as a whole right now than
education, but there is a particular cri-
sis in the African-American commu-
nity, because the great majority of Af-
rican-American children live in the
inner city communities of America.

The inner city communities have had
a situation where the education effort
has been devastated over and over
again. | speak of the education effort in
New York City, | speak of the edu-
cation effort in Chicago and Philadel-
phia, in Los Angeles. All over, where
you have the greatest concentration of
African-Americans and minorities, you
are going to have a major crisis, and it
is related to power and politics.

The people who have the power, the
people who make the decisions about
education funding, have moved out of
the cities. They live in the suburbs.
They live outside of cities. They run
the State government and they run the
municipal government. Even when
they live outside of municipal areas or
city areas, they control the institu-
tions. They are the heads of the organi-
zations. They have the political action
funding. They are in charge of cities.

Cities are not ruled by the people
who live there, they are ruled by people
that have power, and the people who
have power have residency in the sub-
urbs, but they have the power base
still, they control the power base in
the city.

Of course, State governments are pri-
marily responsible for the funding of
education. State governments have the
primary responsibility for education.
City governments only exist at the
pleasure of State governments. The
role of city governments, municipal
governments, in education is a role
that is worked out with the State. The
State has the last word. State govern-
ments are primarily controlled by peo-
ple who are concerned about suburban
and other than urban communities.

Right across the country we have had
for years a situation where State gov-
ernments have systematically swindled
city governments out of education
money. Education funding has been
based on a formula that has been re-
peated from one place to another. In
the city of Chicago, in the city of New
York, in the city of Philadelphia they
are confronted by a situation where the
State government rules that money for
education shall be distributed on the
basis of attendance.

A simple formula like that swindles
the city, because large numbers of
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youngsters in the inner city commu-
nities come from poor homes, and peo-
ple in poverty, wherever they are, re-
gardless of what group they are in, go
to school less. They are likely to be ab-
sent for one reason or another: The kid
did not have a decent pair of shoes, the
mother was sick and he had to stay
home to take care of the mother, the
little brother was sick and the mother
wanted him to stay home because she
had to go somewhere; all kinds of prob-
lems happen in families that are under
pressure.

There is a correlation between at-
tendance at school and poverty, a di-
rect correlation. The States know this
but they take advantage of it by insist-
ing that the formula for the distribu-
tion of dollars is based on attendance,
not enrollment. If you changed that
little formula, and the distribution of
money to the school systems in the
States was based on enrollment instead
of attendance, you would automati-
cally get an increase in the replace-
ment of funds available from State
governments to city governments. But
that is a swindle well known. That is
why it has been a pattern right across
the country. They all do it.

So the power lies somewhere else.
Unfortunately, and it is a bit of a bar-
baric observation, the concern with
children goes with the power. They are
not as concerned with the children who
are not theirs. The people making the
decisions are not as concerned, and you
have a distribution of resources that
follows this pattern.

The schools in the surrounding sub-
urbs in New York City are schools of
tomorrow. You can find some of the
best schools in the country in the sub-
urbs of New York City. But just across
the border in the city limits you will
find the worst schools in the Nation in
New York City. Probably the pattern is
repeated in California, too.

I have two examples | would like to
discuss briefly here this morning, or
this afternoon. | want to do this be-
cause, despite the fact that we have a
great deal of agreement that education
should be a high priority, despite the
fact that | am optimistic about both
Republicans and Democrats going for-
ward in this session of Congress to
grapple with problems related to edu-
cation as we have never done before,
Federal aid is not the answer, of
course, but Federal aid is an important
part of the problem. Federal involve-
ment, Federal advice, Federal influ-
ence, is very important.

Federal influence will never domi-
nate the process. We do not have to
worry about that. Education in Amer-

ica is local. Right now the Federal
Government’s total expenditure on
education is about 8 percent of the

total, 8 percent. A large part of that 8
percent of the expenditure by the Fed-
eral Government goes to higher edu-
cation, higher education. So local edu-
cation gets a very small percentage of
its funds from the Federal Govern-
ment. Education is primarily a State
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and local function. There is no danger
that the Federal Government is ever
going to take over education.

There is a need that they participate
more. Let us move from the 8 percent
funding to at least 25 percent. If we had
25 percent funding, giving help to
States and cities that are distressed
and stretched out, they cannot find
anymore sources for education funding,
if we had that kind of funding it would
not result in more Federal control. Or
if you measure control by dollars, OK,
maybe we would have 25 percent of con-
trol if we give them 25 percent of the
funding, but they still have 75 percent
of the control. State government would
still have 75 percent of the control.

So this bogeyman that States and
local governments are in some way
threatened by the Federal Government
in this bipartisan session of Congress, a
Congress with a bipartisan spirit, let us
get rid of that bogeyman and under-
stand that the local school systems for
the State control of education will not
in any way be harmed by more Federal
dollars or more Federal participation,
more Federal advice, more Federal re-
search, shared by the Federal Govern-
ment with the States and with the
local governments. It is not a problem.
We must understand that as we go for-
ward in our bipartisan effort, that we
need to stick to substance and not be
content with photo opportunities and
headlines.

| started by saying that initiatives in
Chicago on the African-American her-
itage this weekend, initiatives pro-
posed by my colleague on the floor that
Congressmen go to classrooms and any
other initiative that you might take—
and each fall, in October or November,
I belong to an organization called the
National Commission for African-
American Education, and we sponsor
an education funding support day. It is
a major initiative to get laymen in-
volved, to get public officials involved,
so we cannot have too much of that.
We cannot have too much involvement.

However, if we allow the involvement
on a surface level, the photo opportuni-
ties, the headlines, the teacher for a
day, the principal for a day, to go for-
ward without any substance under-
neath it, then we are doing a great dis-
service. We are corrupting a process.

It is important that we have finally
gotten the attention of the elected offi-
cials, from the President on down. Hur-
rah. The President is proposing an in-
crease in education which is about a 20-
percent increase. That is getting close
to the Congressional Black Caucus
budget, which last year proposed a 25
percent increase, so hurrah. We are
going in the right direction.

But let us not just propose it and
then not fight for it in the budget. Let
us deliver on those funds. Let us not let
the public think they are going to get
a 20-percent increase and it never hap-
pens. It is just announced and it is
headlines, but it is not delivered. We
want to deliver. Let us not get involved
with photo opportunities and headlines
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and forget that there are concrete
problems that are still unresolved.

The two examples that | want to
give, in California and New York we
have a problem where headlines are
predominating over substance. In New
York we had a situation where the
State did its assessment of all the
schools in the State and they an-
nounced that New York City schools
have declined drastically in the last 10
years. Whereas the problem in New
York City used to be its low-income
neighborhoods, New York City is a city
of 8 million people, there are 60,000
teachers, there are a million children
in schools. So you are talking about a
lot of different situations when you
talk about education in New York.
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The problem has always been the por-
tion of the youngsters attending school
in low income communities. It has al-
ways been related to poverty, where
the scores of the youngsters in the pov-
erty, the schools that have the greatest
amount of poverty, were the lowest
scores. And they were struggling to get
up to the average.

We have always had high performing
schools in the other parts of the city.
Some of the highest performing schools
in the State have been in New York
City. Some of the best performing
schools, high schools in the country
have been in New York City in terms of
the Westinghouse science projects,
anything related to national competi-
tion. We have schools traditionally in
New York that have excelled across the
Nation and beat out their competitors
across the entire Nation.

What they found in the last evalua-
tion is that the quality of all of the
schools in New York City have
dropped. It is not poverty related any-
more. The decline in the performance
is not poverty related. All of the
schools in New York City were begin-
ning to perform at a rate, at a level
below the schools in the suburbs and
the rest of the State. Let me repeat
that. All of the schools, the high per-
forming schools in the higher income
areas were also lower than their coun-
terparts in the rest of the State.

Now, what happened? While you have
lip service being given to the effort to
improve education, in New York you
had a dastardly plot to drain funds out
of education and put them somewhere
else. It was not such a secretive plot
because the elements were clear as to
what was going on all the time. We had
a chancellor named Cortinez who pro-
posed a number of reforms and had the
schools moving in the positive direc-
tion. But one of the reforms he pro-
posed was not necessarily reform. It
was a basic foundation item. He pro-
posed that we have a building plan
which would renovate the schools that
are unsafe, and it could be renovated
and build new schools because the sta-
tistics showed that there would be a
population jump in the school system
in the next 5, 6 years.
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He laid it all out in a multi-billion-
dollar plan, the multi-billion-dollar
plan went all the way from putting gas
heat in coal-burning schools. We have
some schools in New York that burn
coal. In spite of all the environmental
regulations, all the knowledge we have
about what it does to the lungs of peo-
ple especially children, we still have
coal-burning schools. Let us not talk
about industry polluting the air. We
still have schools that pollute the air
right near where the children are at-
tending school. Is it any wonder that
we also have one of the highest asthma
rates in the Nation? Children with
asthma problems are higher in New
York City than anywhere else in the
Nation. There is a correlation.

But Cortinez proposed a building plan
that would get rid of the safety hazards
like coal-burning furnaces. It would get
rid of the last asbestos problem. We
still have problems with asbestos.
Three years ago we had a photo oppor-
tunity, headline-grabbing effort to get
rid of all asbestos. The schools opened
2 weeks late. They opened 2 weeks late
because of asbestos contamination
problems.

All the schools were just about closed
down because so many had problems.
They just closed the whole system
down, and it opened 2 weeks late. They
declared that the asbestos problem was
resolved, but the asbestos problem is
still there because the Governor an-
nounced September 21, 1996, just this
past fall, that there would be a
NetDay. Many of you heard the NetDay
across the country. NetDay is a day the
Clinton administration developed, the
whole approach to volunteers, wiring
schools for telecommunications so that
there is a NetDay operation which is
nationally operating.

They get the equipment, the wires
and the gadgets, and they buy them in
bulk. And you can get for $500 enough
of what you need in terms of equip-
ment and supplies to wire a school. The
definition of wiring a school is you
have to wire five classrooms and the li-
brary of the school. Then we consider
the school wired according to the
NetDay definition. This all started in
California.

They did a massive job in California.
On a Saturday volunteers go out, and
they wire the schools using this $500
worth of equipment and supplies. And
we had NetDay in New York because
many Governors across the country
picked up on what had been done in
California, and they all wanted the
headlines and the photo opportunities.
And some of course seriously pursued
the objective of wiring the schools. It
was a photo opportunity, headline-
grabbing situation in New York be-
cause the Governor, even before the
day began, announced that 3000 schools
in New York State had been wired. |
have not been able to get a count of
what the number of schools were wired
outside of New York City. | have not
been able to get a count to find out
how many were wired in the rural parts
of New York State or in the suburbs.
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I cannot dispute part of that 3000, but
New York City has 1000 schools, 1000 of
the schools in New York State are in
New York City. In my district, | have
75 elementary schools and 10 high
schools. Only one of those schools was
wired. Two were scheduled and one was
supposedly wired. The one that was not
wired was not wired because it has as-
bestos problems. The asbestos problem
raises its head when you start drilling
holes. Simple holes to put the wires
through will result in asbestos con-
tamination if the asbestos is still there
in the walls and the insulation, what-
ever.

I later learned that many of the
schools in New York City that had
been scheduled to be wired on NetDay
were stricken from the list because
they have an asbestos problem. We still
have the need for the plan that Mr.
Cortinez developed which would get rid
of the asbestos contamination, the
coal-burning furnaces. There is a lead
problem in some of the old school
pipes. We are subjecting children to un-
safe conditions.

But what happened to Mr. Cortinez
and his multi-billion-dollar plan over a
5- to 7-year period? He conflicted with
the mayor, and he was driven out of
town. | mean, he resigned but he was
constantly put under pressure by the
mayor, ridiculed by the mayor. Finally
he gave up. He left town. The following
fall, after Mr. Cortinez was driven out
of town, we had a situation where, on
the opening of school, 91,000 children
did not have a safe place to sit; 91,000,
it said, were not properly taken care
of. That was the situation.

The mayor, pursuing his policy of
headlines and photo opportunities, im-
mediately seized upon the need to have
parochial schools and private schools
come to the aid of the city. And he is
still doing that. There is still a running
discussion of the fact that the mayor is
going to find places for 1,000 youngsters
in parochial schools. A foundation has
been set up to provide tuition for 1,000
youngsters at parochial schools. The
obvious question that any sophomore
or even a kindergarten kid would ask
is, if you are taking care of 1,000, what
is happening to the other 90,000? What
is happening to the other 90,000? What
has happened to the other 90,000?

In the schools which have been evalu-
ated by the State board to be going
down, declining, what has happened to
the safe place for 90,000 children? Well,
when you go to inquire now as to what
is happening with 90,000, you get an an-
swer like this: That was just a statis-
tical formation. That was a statistical
metaphor. We did not really have seats
for 91,000 youngsters. We merely looked
at the capacity of our schools, and we
compared that with the total enroll-
ment.

When you look at the capacity of the
schools in bulk and you compare that
with the total enrollment, you find
that you do not have a place for 91,000.
That was just a statistical analysis.
Well, my question then is, What is
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wrong with that statistical analysis? It
is pretty sound. If your overall system
has a capacity and you have an enroll-
ment, you compare your enrollment
with your capacity, and you conclude
that you are over capacity by 91,000.
That is pretty sound reasoning. You do
not have to go into calculus or dif-
ferential equations to figure that one
out.

It is pretty simple. What you were
saying was true. No, they said no,
school by school that is not the situa-
tion. If you go school by school, you
will not find that you can count up
90,000 that do not have seats. All right,
we said. Let us go look at the empirical
evidence. Let us go team by team to
visit some schools. | belong to an orga-
nization. 1 founded an organization
which serves as my education advisory
committee called the Central Brooklyn
Martin Luther King Commission. Mem-
bers of the Central Brooklyn Martin
Luther King Commission went out to
look at some schools to talk to some
principals.

One principal said, no, you have
heard that my school has twice as
many youngsters as it was built for.
The school has about 1,500 youngsters.
It was really built for 800. He is right.
It has twice as many. He said, no, it
has that, but we have places for all but
250. We only have a problem with 250
Kkids. The same schools | visited before,
and | found out that the young people,
the students go to lunch. They have
three lunch periods. Students are
forced to go to lunch at 10:30, that is
the first lunch period. And then they
are still in the lunch room until 2:00.
The last students are in the lunch
room at 2:00. So you have three lunch
periods.

If you are not over capacity, Mr.
Principal, | said, why do you have
three lunch periods? Obviously some-
thing is wrong here. Why do you make
children eat lunch at 10:30? | think that
is child abuse, and | intend to pursue
that; but it is kind of hard to pursue
because many schools in New York
City have regimens which make young-
sters eat lunch at 10:30. They just had
breakfast. | am not a health specialist,
a nutritionist specialist, but surely
there is something wrong with pouring
everything into your system on top of
each other and then there is going to
be this big gap between lunch and din-
ner at home.

How many children of Congressmen
go to schools where they are forced to
eat lunch at 10:30 in the morning? Why
is it that this condition will be accept-
ed by a principal as normal and he is
saying, we do not have a problem, we
do not have an overcapacity problem
except for 250 youngsters. That is a
large number. If you are from the out-
side, you know that many schools do
not have 500 or 600 youngsters in ele-
mentary schools. So a problem with 250
is still a large problem. That is the ad-
mitted problem. But if you have lunch
periods which started at 10:30, you
know there is another problem there.
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The United Federation of Teachers
brought a suit against the board of
education in the city on overcrowding
in individual classrooms. They had
thousands of grievances where individ-
ual classrooms were overcrowded, and
they also have situations where young
people, children are being educated in
closets, supply closets in hallways, in
the cafeteria and the auditorium. They
do not have places to study which are
conducive to study, and in many cases
they do not have places to study, to
learn, which are safe.

There is one thing, safety is what
every child should be guaranteed. Safe-
ty is what the New York City Depart-
ment of Health, the fire department,
they should be concerned about the
way we have conditions in schools
which would never be tolerated any-
where else. This is part of the collapse,
just a physical provision of safe space
and space conducive to learning. That
is first.

Second, is that in the mayor’s drive
to cut the budget of the Department of
Education, at least 10,000 teachers and
administrators were seduced into tak-
ing early retirement. We provided in-
centives for the most experienced peo-
ple to take early retirement. That
saves money, and of course corpora-
tions downsize, but | doubt if any cor-
poration in the process of downsizing
commits suicide. They do not leave it
wide open and tell everybody, here is
the package, very attractive package
that you can retire and get this bonus
if you just get out of the system. We
want you out of the system because
you are making the highest salaries.
They wanted the teachers that have
been in the longest, who have, on the
stairstep of increments, begun to make
the highest amount of money.

Corporations do not behave that way
in private industry. The last people to
be downsized are the people who make
the most money because corporations
attach value to people who make the
most money. The CEO, the CEO in
every corporation has the greatest
value attached to him. Then his subor-
dinates have great value attached to
them. The CEO, we know in America,
we have the highest paid CEO’s. In Ger-
many, Japan, the chief executive offi-
cers make something like one-tenth of
the amount paid to the average chief
executive officer in America.
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We pay millions of dollars to CEO’s.
We give them stock options and insur-
ance and all kinds of benefits. So they
are the last people that get laid off.
The officers of corporations are the
last people laid off. | imagine key peo-
ple in the finance department, middle
management, they do not lay off people
at random in corporations. If a
downsizing takes place, | assure you it
has been carefully done to minimize
the harm done to the corporation’s
ability to function.

But in New York City, when we offer
downsizing to the teachers and the
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board of education, it was maximizing
the benefits for the people who had the
most experience, the most know-how,
the greatest skills in teaching, and in
many cases the most dedication.

So what did we do? We pulled them
out of the system. Is it any wonder
that we would have a situation where
the State evaluation now shows that
our schools have declined; that even
the best schools are not up to par?
They are worse than their counterparts
in the rest of the State. Can you pull
out the best teachers, your principals
and assistant principals, all the best,
can you pull them out and expect not
to have a collapse in the system?

So what we have is a collapse. The ef-
forts to improve the system in New
York City has collapsed because the
political apparatus, the power brokers,
starting with the mayor, have decided
the most important thing is to save
money.

If you have as your main objective to
save money then are you surprised
when the collapse takes place? When
the evaluators come in and say the
schools are declining, all of them, mid-
dle income neighborhoods as well as
low income neighborhoods, can you not
see what everybody else knew; that
your best teachers were in your better
income neighborhoods?

Because teachers have seniority.
After they get through their 3-year pe-
riods and have tenure, they always
want to transfer to the best neighbor-
hoods, with the least problems with the
children and the greatest benefits in
terms of parking, in terms of less
worry about crime. So the best teach-
ers were transferred into the highest
income neighborhoods. Is it any won-
der that they would suffer great losses
if you pull out the best teachers, the
best principals, the best assistant prin-
cipals? They are going to come out of
the best schools in terms of perform-
ance.

But the headline grabbing, photo op-
portunity politicians, the mayor of the
city, have accepted this collapse of the
system by continuing to emphasize the
fact that he is going to find places for
1,000 youngsters in parochial schools.
And the newspapers, who love him,
continue to write up the stories about
how they are getting it together, the
foundations have the money now and
the children will get money and they
will start going to parochial schools in
the fall.

The big question now is how do you
select the children? They are talking
random lotteries and all Kkinds of
things because they have many more
applicants for the 1,000 places than
they have places.

The question is still what about the
other 90,000 young people? What about
the other 90,000 students? The New
York City school system has collapsed
and we have to put it back together
again and we need the President’s ini-
tiatives, we need all the help we can
get from every level.

Across the country, in California, a
similar situation has happened also,
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and big city schools in California, of
course, are the ones who suffer the
most. Always the inner city schools
where you have the least amount of
power will get the most disadvantage
out of policies and legislation devel-
oped by people in power who do not live
in those cities and do not care about
all the children in the State.

They make a great mistake. We have
to care about all the children in the
State. We have to care about all the
children in the Nation. We are making
a great mistake by continuing to pur-
sue policies geared to those who do
come out and vote, those who do have
involvement in the political system.
That is very good for those who needed
rewards.

Some of the President’s policies in
terms of higher education funding will
go to middle class families that do
need help and should get help, but the
greatest need is in the lower class fam-
ilies who need an opportunity to get
into college. Middle class families will
get there. They will get help in paying
tuition and costs, and they should have
that, but at the same time we need to
boost the amount of opportunity avail-
able for low-income people because the
whole Nation needs as much education
as possible.

The Nation has to understand the
value-added theory of education. Ev-
erybody who gets an education has
value added to them and they add
value to the function of our Nation. It
is not the airline pilot you have to
worry about when you get on a plane.
The airline pilot gets the best training
in the world. They pay more to train
airline pilots than they do any other
sector of the work force. Airline pilots
get good training, but we need to worry
about the mechanic who tightened the
bolts and the nuts and the guy who put
the fuel in and a whole lot of other peo-
ple who needed to have training and
education so that they will have value
added to them and do their jobs very
well.

In our complex society all those
pieces have to be in place. Unfortu-
nately, we have some news recently
about the people who design airplanes
and we have a major design flaw in the
737’s. It is quietly kept, but it is out
there. The 737’s have a design flaw in
the rudder system. We probably would
have avoided that if we had more engi-
neers, more geniuses, even at that level
of people who design these complex air-
craft who do the work. If there were
more of them, maybe we would have
fewer mistakes in these complex air-
craft.

We should stake our future as a civ-
ilization on the people who are edu-
cated. The number of people who are
educated will drive our civilization. A
nation that will be predominant will be
the nation that decides it wants to edu-
cate all of its citizens to the maximum
and also finds ways to do that, to im-
plement it.

We just had a discovery in Australia,
I think it is, Australia or New Zealand,
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anyway a discovery which for years has
been debated and discussed and many
scientists concluded was impossible:
Cloning, where you can clone, take a
part of a living being, a living thing,
and you can clone from that part, from
that part you can clone an individual,
a thing which is the same as the thing
you cloned it from. That was science
fiction stuff 50 years ago, 25 years ago,
even 10 years ago when the discussion
was a little more advanced and people
who had the right kind of degrees and
credentials were willing to discuss it.
But now it is a reality. They have
cloned a sheep. A sheep has been cloned
in Australia or New Zealand, wherever,
by a scientist, and the sheep is exactly
the same as the pieces of the sheep
from which the pieces of living matter
were taken.

What are the implications of that?
We know it is a reality. It is like the
discovery of electricity took place a
long time before we ever had the light
bulb. It was discovered you had these
magnetic forces that could generate
electricity. It took thousands of years
to work it all out to the point where
you could get a light bulb and you
could transmit energy, electrical en-
ergy, over long distances. All that took
a long time because at that time the
information was not being passed
around rapidly about electricity and
you did not have a place, an organized
educated society, that could pick up on
a discovery like that and go in terms of
the application of it.

Nowadays we have the possibility of
taking a discovery and picking up on it
and working through all of the possible
positive applications, and some nega-
tive applications, too. Nuclear energy
and Einstein’s formula, all that was
very theoretical until it was decided it
had a function in war, it could be used
in war, and we raced to beat the Ger-
mans to the point where we could im-
plement the theories of Einstein
through the explosion of a bomb. Be-
cause we were worried about them and
because we wanted to maximize our
weaponry, we put the people to work to
do it. Oppenheimer and all the best sci-
entists in the country were supported
by technicians who were supported by
people under them who had education.
All kinds of educated people were
brought together to make the atom
bomb happen rapidly.

And that is the way the world should
go from now on. Whenever we want to
make something happen, hopefully
positive, then the people ought to be
there and available to do it. But we
need educated people to do it. We do
not know exactly when or where we
will need them, but assume that every-
body ought to be educated who can be
educated. Our maximum resource on
the face of the Earth are human beings.
Before we start exploring space, before
we put colonists in space, which is al-
most inevitable, too, let us get the
maximum resources moving on Earth.
We have a job to do on Earth before we
get to outer space.
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The cloning of a sheep means that we
can clone maybe parts of the body. We
can take a piece of somebody’s heart
and clone it so that we can replace a
defective heart with a heart that will
not be rejected by the rest of the body
because it came from the same body.
The cloning of the sheep means that
maybe we can clone an arm of a person
that loses an arm and you can clone
the part and put it back on them. All
kinds of possibilities are opened up in
terms of the reality that cloning is pos-
sible. They did not just clone a bac-
teria, they did not just clone a mouse,
they cloned a mammal. They cloned a
sheep.

The step from a sheep to a human is
inevitable. Do not let anybody say God
will never permit that. We do not know
what God has designed. God likes to
play with us and likes to see what we
can do. | think he enjoys watching us
fulfill our potential. If we are made in
his image, then he knows so much
more he does not have to worry about
our knowing more than he does, but he
must rejoice in our discovery of all
there is to be discovered. | am sure God
is not unhappy if we learn how to clone
human beings. He will not be unhappy.
He is unhappy because we are so far be-
hind in our social sciences, in our rela-
tionships with each other and our abil-
ity to make laws and our ability to be
merciful and compassionate toward
each other.

I am sure God must spend a lot of
days weeping when he looks down on
us, especially Americans. In America
we have a nation which for the first
time has full stomachs basically. We
have a little piece of heaven on this
continent. America is as close to heav-
en as you will ever get on Earth. We
have all kinds of luxuries, all kinds of
benefits. Even poor people live better
than most of the people in the rest of
the world. But we still have this insist-
ence that we are going to hate each
other, we will put barriers in people’s
places, we will oppress welfare mothers
while we let the people in the CIA con-
tinue to earn high salaries while they
steal secrets from us.

We cut the budget of welfare when
the CIA has a budget of $28 billion or
more, and we knew nothing about that.
We add $13 million to the President’s
military budget while we try to cut the
budget for school lunches. Our social
sciences, our welfare is way behind our
physical science and our understanding
of the universe. So God must spend a
lot of time weeping when he beholds
the way we behave.

God will not be afraid of cloning, but
if we are going to go forward and take
advantage of cloning or any other sci-
entific advances, and genetics is al-
ready into a situation where it is only
a matter of time and work. My daugh-
ter is a geneticist. She is in the field of
genetics and works for a firm, and the
process they are going through is al-
most routine. They know the outcome
that they are going to discover more
and more. They will have an oppor-
tunity to apply the benefits of genetic
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engineering to more and more situa-
tions. It is just inevitable. It is going
forward by leaps and bounds.

It is possible for some people to begin
to live almost forever. It is possible
that they will reach that point in my
lifetime where we will have the facili-
ties, the tools available to almost guar-
antee some people can live together or
live far beyond the kinds of time span
expected. They can stop the aging of
our organs. All that is possible. All
that is possible, but it will not happen
unless we have a vast array of educated
people involved.

In addition to the scientists and the
technicians who are involved directly
in that, we need a vast array of people
who are lawyers, lawmakers, who can
keep our society from exploding in
upon itself. Look at the Soviet Union
and how they were way ahead in
science. There was no problem in
science in the Soviet Union, science,
engineering, astronomy. They put a
person in space long before we did.
They were way ahead in many ways,
but the system, the political system,
the stupidity of a control and com-
mand system, where they thought a
group of people who had all power
could run the society, was stupid. It
was monumental stupidity, and the
monumental stupidity came crashing
down on them so that all their science
systems have been rendered a bit ridic-
ulous.

The head of the nuclear energy pro-
gram in Russia recently committed
suicide. A couple months ago he got a
gun and shot himself because the sys-
tem has collapsed and the people in his
institute were not paid for 3 months,
and when the money came for their pay
it was only a month’s pay. It was the
last straw. He took a gun and shot him-
self. But that is symbolic of where Rus-
sia is. Not Russia, but the former So-
viet Union, where science and sci-
entists, highly educated people are in
that society. Because the social science
infrastructure, the political science in-
frastructure, economic infrastructure
was based on stupid assumptions and
they failed. So we need educated people
right across the board.
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I have talked a little bit about New
York’s collapse, how our system col-
lapsed in New York.

Let me just mention California. I am
reading from a publication called Edi-
torial Notebook. It is opinion on the
editorial page by Brent Staples of the
New York Times.

Staples on Monday, February 10
wrote this article which | submit in its
entirety for the RECORD, Mr. Speaker.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 10, 1997]
How CALIFORNIA BETRAYED ITS SCHOOLS—

STARVED THEM OF CASH, THEN FED THEM

FADS

(By Brent Staples)

Through most of this century, California
served as a symbol of boundless promise and
possibility. At the close of the 1960’s, a
breathless Time magazine described it as “El

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Dorado’” and a ‘“‘mirror of America as it will
become.” The promise turned dismal with
the tax revolt of the 70’s. It fractured the
civic structure and savaged support for Cali-

fornia’s universities, libraries, children’s
programs and, most tragically, its public
schools.

Teeming with new Immigrants, Califor-

nia’s classrooms were suddenly among the
most crowded and neediest in the country.
States with similar problems increased
spending, but California stood pat. It now
ranks 43d nationally in education spending—
well behind such states as Texas, New York
and Pennsylvania—and spends about $30,000
less per classroom per year than the national
average.

Penury has taken a toll. In 1995, the United
States Department of Education ranked
California’s fourth graders at the very bot-
tom, tied with Louisiana’s, in reading skills.
Gov. Pete Wilson and the Legislature have
pushed through laws aimed at easing over-
crowding and strengthening both teacher
training and reading instruction. Still, it
could take 25 years or more to reverse the
damage of the tax revolt—if it can be done at
all. Governor Wilson’s reading initiatives are
for the most part excellent. But the class-
size measure lacks money and was poorly
thought out.

In April of 1995, the federally sponsored Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress
painted a distressing portrait. Reading
scores were stagnant in the lower grades and
had declined for high school seniors nation-
wide. In California, about 60 percent of
fourth graders fell below the minimum read-
ing level, compared with 44 percent nation-
ally. Typical were the fourth graders at
Abraham Lincoln Elementary School in Sac-
ramento, some of whom could not decode
even the instructions to a simple vocabulary
test. The instructions read: “Write a defini-
tion for each term.” For these children,
reading a book is out of the question.

Many Californians sought to blame Mexi-
can immigrants for the poor test scores. But
Asians, Latinos, blacks and whites all scored
near the bottom when compared with the
same groups nationally. Even the children of
college graduates—a group that generally
scores well—placed near the bottom when
compared with the same students in other
states.

Funding cuts set the stage for this tragedy,
but educational fads played a role as well. In
the 1980’s, most California schools ceased to
issue grades in primary school and gave up
on standardized tests. These were replaced
by touchy-feely performance descriptions
that avoided the question of whether or not
the children were learning. Most destructive
of all was a reading curriculum that aban-
doned the phonics, spelling and vocabulary
development that many children need, turn-
ing to fashionable but unproven methods
like “‘creative spelling.” After a politically
tinged feud known as ‘“‘the Reading Wars,”
the state revamped reading guidelines.
Teachers are being retrained, and the col-
leges that educate them are being prodded
toward change. The colleges are resisting
and the state may eventually force the issue.

The new training and reading strategies
are long overdue. But California’s plan for
reducing class size is likely to backfire. The
law encourages schools to shrink classes in
the early grades, but makes no provisions for
new classrooms. Classes are being held two
to a room. Computer labs and libraries are
being sacrificed. To create smaller classes in
the lower grades, the schools must strip
money from the upper grades, where victims
of the past are struggling to catch up.

The new initiative has increased the de-
mand for teachers without increasing the
teacher supply. Inner-city systems that have
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trouble attracting qualified teachers are
likely to suffer more as applicants flock to
jobs in affluent districts. Some even suspect
Governor Wilson of wanting public schools to
fail—to make way for a voucher system that
would offer private school education at pub-
lic expense.

California offers a warning for states that
would bleed public education for short-term
gain. The schools are easy to destroy, but
costly and devilishly difficult to rebuild.

In addition, | will read some parts of
it. It begins as follows: How California
Betrayed Its Schools, Starved Them of
Cash, Then Fed Them Fads.

Through most of this century, Cali-
fornia served as a symbol of boundless
promise and possibility. At the close of
the 1960’s, a breathless Time magazine
described it as ‘“El Dorado” and a
“mirror of America as it will become.”
The promise turned dismal with the
tax revolt of the seventies. It fractured
the civic structure and savaged support
for California’s universities, libraries,
children’s programs, and, most trag-
ically, its public schools.

Let me just read one part of that: “It
fractured the civic structure.” The tax
revolt of the seventies fractured the
civic structure. It did not affect the
physics professors or the chemistry
professors or the laws of nature, but
the civic structure was fractured. They
took a wrong turn. As a result they
have wrecked the schools, the public
schools of California.

I resume quoting from the article:

Teeming with new immigrants, Cali-
fornia’s classrooms were suddenly
among the most crowded and neediest
in the country. States with similar
problems increased spending, but Cali-
fornia stood pat. It now ranks 43rd na-
tionally in education spending, well be-
hind such states as Texas, New York,
and Pennsylvania, and spends about
$30,000 less per classroom per year than
the national average.

This is California, that was described
in the 1960’s as being in the leadership
in America in areas related to edu-
cation.

Resuming the quote from the article:

Penury has taken a toll. In 1995, the
United States Department of Edu-
cation ranked California’s fourth grad-
ers at the very bottom, tied with Lou-
isiana’s, in reading skills. Governor
Pete Wilson and the Legislature have
pushed through laws aimed at easing
overcrowding and strengthening both
teacher training and reading instruc-
tion. Still, it could take 25 years or
more to reverse the damage of the tax
revolt, if it can be done at all. Gov-
ernor Wilson’s reading initiatives are
for the most part excellent. But the
class-size measure lacks money and
was poorly thought out.

In April 1995, the federally sponsored
National Assessment of Educational
Progress painted a distressing portrait.
Readers scores were stagnant in the
lower grades and had declined for high
school seniors nationwide. In Califor-
nia, about 60 percent of fourth graders
fell below the minimum reading level,
compared with 44 percent nationally.
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Typical were the fourth graders at
Abraham Lincoln Elementary School
in Sacramento, some of whom could
not decode even the instructions to a
simple vocabulary test. The instruc-
tions read: “Write a definition for each
term.” For these children, reading a
book is out of the question.

Many Californians sought to blame
Mexican immigrants for the poor test
scores. But Asians, Latinos, blacks,
and whites all scored near the bottom
when compared with the same groups
nationally.

Resuming the quotes from the arti-
cle:

Even the children of college grad-
uates, a group that generally scores
well, placed near the bottom when
compared with the same students in
other States.

If you are shortsighted, if you are
mean-spirited, if you are powermongers
who are determined to help only those
that can keep you in power, here is the
kind of society you create. You bring it
down for everybody. No man is an is-
land and this applies in particular to
your children. Your children cannot
exist in a society which is based on
elitist assumptions that you can take
care of a small part of the population
of a certain age and not take care of
the rest.

Resuming the quotes from the arti-
cle:

Funding cuts set the stage for this
tragedy, but educational fads played a
role as well. Funding cuts set the stage
for this tragedy, but educational fads
played a role as well. In the 1980’s,
most California schools ceased to issue
grades in primary school and gave up
on standardized tests. These were re-
placed by touchy-feely performance de-
scriptions that avoided the question of
whether or not the children were learn-
ing. Most destructive of all was a read-
ing curriculum that abandoned the
phonics, spelling, and vocabulary de-
velopment that many children need,
turning to fashionable but unproven
methods like creative spelling. After a
politically tinged feud known as the
Reading Wars, the State revamped
reading guidelines. Teachers are being
retrained, and the colleges that edu-
cate them are being prodded toward
change. The colleges are resisting and
the State may eventually force the
issue.

The new training and reading strate-
gies are long overdue. But California’s
plan for reducing class size is likely to
backfire. The law encourages schools
to shrink classes in the early grades,
but makes no provisions for new class-
rooms. Classes are being held two to a
room. Computer labs and libraries are
being sacrificed. To create smaller
classes in the lower grades, the schools
must strip money from the upper
grades, where victims of the past are
struggling to catch up.

Let me repeat: “To create smaller
classes in the lower grades, the schools
must strip money from the upper
grades, where victims of the past are
struggling to catch up.”
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One of the findings in New York City
when they did a review of the budget of
schools, school by school, one of the
findings was that the expenditure for
high schools was lower than expendi-
tures for elementary schools. We have
had our attempts at photo opportuni-
ties and headlines by doing certain
things at the lower grade levels. We
have also had a situation where the de-
centralization of the school system in
New York means that every commu-
nity has a community school board.
There are 32 community school boards.
The community school boards have
fought budget cuts with more zeal than
the central board which controls all
high schools. The central board which
controls high schools has acquiesced to
the mayor’s demands for budget cuts so
you have less expenditures for high
school students per pupil than you
have for elementary schools.

Everywhere else in the country, in
places where high school students are
graduating at a high rate, with a better
education, they spend more on high
school students per pupil than they
spend on elementary school students.
California follows the same pattern.
When you turn it loose, the politicians,
the demagogues, the tax cut in Califor-
nia was not the product of the politi-
cians. It was a product of lay dema-
gogues. Laymen took over. People who
were not politicians, had no experience,
took advantage, and they whipped up
mass hysteria and they cut the budget.
So what you are doing is destroying in-
stitutions in the process. The public
schools are not the only institution
being destroyed, but the public schools
probably are the most vital institution
and they are being destroyed as a re-
sult of political decisions.

Who were the voters who went out
and voted for the proposition? Many
different, confused reasons resulted in
that vote but nobody has had the guts
to turn it around. Everybody in New
York City thinks it is a great idea that
we are reducing taxes. They think the
Board of Education should have less
funding. But the result is that in every
neighborhood, low income, high in-
come, everywhere, there is a decline in
the performance of the students. You
cannot take away the best teachers,
you cannot take away the best admin-
istrators, downsizing, saving money,
you cannot refuse to build decent class-
rooms, safe classrooms, and it not have
an impact on education.

Finally, | want to read the last para-
graph: “The new initiative has in-
creased the demand for teachers.”

This is called the Band-Aid approach,
patching. The problem with President
Clinton’s plan is that we are glad we
got his attention, we are glad the pub-
lic opinion polls showing that edu-
cation was a high priority got his at-
tention and got the attention of the
Republican leadership, it got the atten-
tion of the Democrat leadership. All
the politicians are focused on edu-
cation, but if you have this approach,
where you are going to have a great
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reading program here, every kid is go-
ings to learn to read by the third grade
and over here you are going to give tax
cuts, tax credits to people going to col-
lege, patching it up is better than
nothing, but unless you have an all-out
effort to improve the schools, the new
initiatives are going to create prob-
lems in other places.

There are people in the education
area, there are people on the Education
Committee here in this Congress who
know what a comprehensive, broad ap-
proach is like and what is needed. If
the headlines push them out, then you
are going to have a lot of photo oppor-
tunities and headlines but no progress.

Continuing the quotes from the arti-
cle:

The new initiative has increased the
demand for teachers without increas-
ing the teacher supply. Inner-city sys-
tems in California that have trouble
attracting qualified teachers are likely
to suffer more as applicants flock to
jobs in affluent districts. Some even
suspect Governor Wilson of wanting
public schools to fail. I am quoting
from the New York Times op-ed piece
on Monday, February 10, 1997. Some
even suspect Governor Wilson of want-
ing public schools to fail, to make way
for a voucher system that would offer
private school education at public ex-
pense.

California offers a warning for States
that would bleed public education for
short-term gain. The schools are easy
to destroy, but costly and devilishly
difficult to rebuild. The schools are
easy to destroy, but costly and devil-
ishly difficult to rebuild.

I am in favor of experimentation,
with charter schools and a number of
other initiatives. | think we should try
a variety of approaches, but beware. If
we go the route of headlines and photo
opportunities, we will destroy schools
that we cannot rebuild. We will destroy
systems that we cannot rebuild, and
the entire society is going to suffer,
not just the people on the bottom.

I want to end by paying tribute to Al-
bert Shanker who died a few years ago
at age 68. Mr. Shanker was the leader
of the American Federation of Teach-
ers. Before that he was the leader of
the United Federation of Teachers in
New York City. Mr. Shanker and | had
some great disagreements in the early
part of his career, and there were dis-
agreements on methods, style, not the
ultimate goal. Mr. Shanker was a dedi-
cated educator who wanted the schools
to educate all the children. Mr. Shank-
er was a dedicated educator who knew
you cannot have teachers in an oppres-
sive atmosphere where dictatorial ad-
ministrators and managers disregard
the priorities and imperatives of edu-
cation. Mr. Shanker knew that school
power, teacher power, meant getting
the balance where you force the whole
system, the policymakers and the ad-
ministrators, to listen, to work out sit-
uations. Mr. Shanker got the first
union contract in the country for
teachers. There are many teachers who
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still do not like the idea of unions.
They belong to an association which
acts just like a union. The American
Federation of Teachers, the National
Education Association, they are pretty
much similar right now in terms of
they are the leading advocates for chil-
dren. They are the leading advocates
for education. Their interests are clos-
est to the interests of children and par-
ents. It is to their credit that they
were singled out for criticism by the
Republican candidate for President be-
cause he felt the power that they are
beginning to exert and the influence. It
will all balance out. Shanker made it
possible. Albert Shanker made it pos-
sible for the teachers union to be rec-
ognized on a national level as a force.
Most of us feel it is a force for good. It
is a force for education and a force for
children. The United Federation of
Teachers in New York City, founded by
Albert Shanker, brought a court case
against the Board of Education and the
city recently to force them to reduce
class sizes and deal with overcrowding
in schools. Some of the facts that they
have discovered, some of the cases that
they brought have been very enlighten-
ing as to how bad the situation is. But
it is a union operating on behalf of the
children for education.

The United Federation of Teachers
has nurtured power professionals, peo-
ple out of the low-income areas who go
into the classrooms as assistants with-
out a college education and later on,
after a long period of going to college
part-time, become teachers. That is a
program that has been nurtured by the
United Federation of Teachers. There
are numerous things that they are
doing and have been doing that puts
education in the city of New York in a
better position. But they, like the rest
of us, are now under great pressure
from a Governor and a mayor that
have indicated that they are not par-
ticularly concerned about doing all
that has to be done to educate the chil-
dren of New York City.
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At the national level, the American
Federation of Teachers, certainly, that
also was captained by Albert Shanker
during his last years, has also been a
very vital force. They have done all
kinds of positive things pushing to get
education reform that is meaningful.

I think teachers and teachers’ unions
will be the first to tell you that there
is a danger in having a great deal of at-
tention focused on education if the peo-
ple who are supplying that attention
have a great deal of power and they are
only concerned about headlines and
photo opportunities. They can make a
mess. Things can get worse.

It is our hope that things will not get
worse, that we will not have fads sub-
stituting for substance, as there will be
a real attempt to move forward and
grapple with the need to improve edu-
cation in America all across-the-board:
suburbs, rural areas, inner cities; but
most of all, education improvement
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has to come to the aid of the desperate
children of the inner cities of America
and do it soon.

It is a desperate situation. We need
opportunities to learn. Across-the-
board we need a commitment, we need
the resources, we need politicians,
decisionmakers, powerful people who
care about children because only in
caring about children will you improve
America and guarantee that our soci-
ety will live up to its full potential.
There is an unlimited world out there,
and we need educated people to go for-
ward to realize that world of unlimited
possibilities.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Sherman Williams, one of his secretar-
ies.

DIRECTION OF THE COUNTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PAuUL] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, many Amer-
icans are not happy with the direction
in which this country is going nor with
the efforts that Congress has made to
solve our problems.

By superficial analysis and as meas-
ured by Government statistics, our
leaders would have us believe that the
state of the union is strong. Yet with
casual observation, one detects smol-
dering discontent among the people. In
looking for solutions, Congress engages
in political grandstanding that pro-
duces few answers for that growing
number of Americans not confident
about their future. Even many of those
who are who are well off worry that
their own futures, and certainly their
children’s futures, are not secure.

Mr. Speaker, it is estimated that
throughout the world, 1.5 billion people
live in deep poverty. These are not just
people in developing countries, but
some even live here in the United
States. They do not go unnoticed and
contribute to the anxiety of the times.
Approximately 3 million children in
this country are abused each year, and
this does not count abortion.

Violent crime in the United States is
a serious problem, with Killers getting
younger every year. From 1965 to 1992
the number of murders doubled while
the percentage of murders solved has
fallen.

For many Americans, the standard of
living has dropped over the past 25
years. Nominal wages have soared but
real income has fallen for low- and
middle-income families due to dollar
appreciation. Even with two family
members working, keeping up has been
difficult. Less parental supervision has
contributed to the juvenile crime prob-
lem.
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Generational conflicts are real. The
demands of the elderly seem endless.
Knowing that they have a greater tax
burden to bear and expecting no re-
turns at retirement frustrates the
under-40 taxpayer. This resentment is
not likely to fade any time soon, and
will likely get worse.

Confidence in the future is far from
robust. The balanced budget amend-
ment, the line-item veto, term limits;
they will not solve our economic and
social problems. Cynicism flourishes
throughout the land and especially
here in the Congress. Frustration over
how to solve our problems has led to
rude behavior that once was rare in the
House. Civility classes only address the
symptoms and will not solve the philo-
sophic conflicts nor address the eco-
nomic limitations that are the source
of the impasse the welfare state now
encounters.

The radical political correctness
movement undermines the first amend-
ment and contributes to the anger ex-
pressed by various groups. Intimida-
tion and ridicule of unpopular ideas are
hardly a way to bring different social
groups together. The same individuals
that demand censures of those who do
not use politically correct language
condemn voluntary prayer as a viola-
tion of the first amendment. A consist-
ent position on free speech will go a
long way toward softening the growing
resentment that strains our relation-
ships with each other.

Our welfare state is now broke. We
cannot meet our future obligations,
now estimated to be over $17 trillion.
We must one day admit this fact. There
are just not enough young victims left
to tax to continue the process. We can
and are limping along by continuing to
rob Peter to pay Paul. This can last for
a while longer but eventually we will
have to admit that borrowing, taxing
and inflating will not suffice.

These techniques pursued over the
past 60 years cannot replace working,
producing, saving, investing as the real
source of wealth and prosperity. Gov-
ernment is incapable of producing
wealth. Productivity growth, according
to the Wall Street Journal, is now .3
percent per year. This is similar to pre-
industrial revolution days. If this con-
tinues, it will take 10 generations for a
person to double one’s income.

Inflation has eaten away at the seem-
ingly huge welfare payments that we
no longer can afford. The average wel-
fare check in 1970 was worth twice that
of 1996.

More of the same, though, cannot ad-
dress the problem of productivity and
savings. Only good economic policy and
sound political theory can do that.

We must realize we are not yet facing
what other western developed nations
are. Japan is in the doldrums, and even
interest rates of less than 1 percent
have not revitalized their economy.
Where will they be when the United
States quits buying Japanese products
in our next recession? France and Ger-
many are further ahead than we are in
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confronting the failure of the welfare
state. Germany admits to an unem-
ployment rate of more than 12 percent,
the highest since the Depression.
French unemployment is over 10 per-
cent.

The U.S. will not be able to meet its
welfare needs while continuing to keep
Europe and Japan afloat by our ex-
travagant purchases from them. That
will come to an end in one way or an-
other. A new European currency will
not address the basic flaws of the wel-
fare state.

The central banks of Europe are sell-
ing off gold to raise cash to appear fi-
nancially strong enough to enter the
European currency union. This schizo-
phrenic attitude prevails in all the
world’s central banks. The whole plan
for a universal European fiat currency
is a nonstarter, and its failure will
eventually put more pressure on us to
address the entire issue of our welfare

system.
Corporate downsizing has com-
pensated remarkably for the ills of

malinvestment inherent in a fiat mon-
etary system. It has eliminated many
good jobs while temporarily improving
corporate earnings. Not only have good
jobs been lost, downsizing has created
an atmosphere of distrust and fear of
the economic future unlike anything
we have ever experienced.

Stockholders have benefitted by in-
flated stock prices, but those individ-
uals interested in dividends are now re-
ceiving an historic low return of less
than 2 percent. Today’s stock and bond
market valuations are not a reflection
of a healthy capitalist society, but re-
flect the excesses inherent in a welfare
state financed by Government borrow-
ing and the Federal Reserve credit cre-
ation system. Evidence is readily avail-
able that the inevitable decline of the
middle class that comes from depre-
ciating a currency to finance welfare is
already here.

There is no reason to expect reversal
of this trend without major policy
changes. Block grants to the States
hardly offer the solution to a failed
welfare state.

The principle that underpins the wel-
fare state must be challenged. Any-
thing short of that will cause the de-
mise of welfare to smolder for decades,
with the offer of more poverty to many
more Americans. Under those cir-
cumstances, the role and the size of the
Government will continue to grow, de-
spite the current favorable rhetoric. In
recessions, expanding welfare is irre-
sistible, and the next one will be no dif-
ferent. There is a growing consensus
that something is seriously wrong with
our economy and political system, and
that is a start.

Too often, though, answers are given
before the right questions are asked.
Fixing the current system occupies the
attention of those sincerely worried
about the future welfare of the coun-
try. Budget, tax, education, regulatory
reforms are promoted as solutions to
our mess. Rarely do we hear that the
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system itself is flawed and the unin-
tended consequences were not at all
unexpected.

The collapse of the Soviet-styled so-
cialism would have hardly surprised
the late great Austrian economist
Mises, since he predicted its failure.

The line-item veto, heralded by many
as a tool needed to rein in spending,
will prove the opposite, while, unfortu-
nately, delivering more power to the
executive branch of Government.

Technical gimmicks outside a philo-
sophic approach to Government will
not solve problems, even if well-in-
tended.

Deceptively recalculating the CPI to
cut spending and raise taxes will only
fuel the conflict already present be-
tween the generations. It is true that
the standard of living must go down as
we confront our bankruptcy. Straight-
forward tax increases and benefit cuts
will never be acceptable for political
reasons. Even this back-door attempt
to raise taxes and lower benefits
through an arbitrary recalculation of
the CPI will probably not fly once the
entitlement recipients realize what is
happening. Real benefits however will
go down through dollar depreciation.
The checks will continue but inflation,
that evil declared dead by our money
managers, will eat up purchasing power
faster than even the COLA’s can keep
pace. If the CPI is not recalculated
soon, it will not happen later since the
people will rebel against the Govern-
ment’s rhetoric claiming inflation is
essentially nonexistent.

It is a losing battle. The cost of Gov-
ernment is growing 3 times faster than
the CPI and now takes more than 40
percent of our income, and of course it
is not even counted in the CPI. No won-
der the people are more upset than the
Government thinks they should be con-
sidering a subdued CPI, high employ-
ment and a soaring stock market. No
sales tax, flat tax, value-added tax,
lower capital gains tax, or even dy-
namic scoring will bring about the mir-
acle that will allow the immoral redis-
tribution of wealth inherent in a wel-
fare system to persist without a seri-
ous attack on our standard of living
and our personal freedoms.

A tremendous amount of energy has
been put into the balanced budget
amendment movement. The whole bal-
anced budget amendment debate has
served perversely to distract from the
important and key issue of the level of
Government expenditures. A balanced
budget achieved at $1.7 trillion offers
no benefit whatsoever and a great deal
of harm compared to a trillion dollar
budget out of balance.

This whole debate over the balanced
budget amendment has co-opted the
important issue of the proper size of
Government. The deficits have ex-
ploded ever since welfare benefits be-
came equivalent to an entitlement and
a right. Removing any restraint on the
Federal Reserve to monetize the debt,
by severing the last link of the dollar
to gold, was not a coincidence and con-
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veniently accommodated congressional
deficit spending. It was necessary to
delay the inherently failed financing
that must always accompany a welfare
state.

Dwelling on changing the Constitu-
tion to make Congress act responsibly
begs the question: If Congress ignores
the Constitution in so many other
ways, why would one expect Congress
to become obedient to this one new
amendment? The escape clauses will
permit the deficits to continue if the
amendment passes. With or without
the amendment, we are still forced
eventually to ask the serious question
as to what the Government is per-
mitted to do if we return to the rule of
law. That is the Constitution. Without
respect for the doctrine of enumerated
powers, for which there is currently lit-
tle concern in the Congress, another
constitutional restraint placed on Con-
gress will do little more than pacify a
few vocal groups. If we use Social Secu-
rity funds to balance the budget, the
support for this project will quickly
fade.

The deficit problem is a lot more
than an accounting problem. Balancing
the books, or pretending to do so, will
not solve the problems inherent in a
welfare state manipulated by a major-
ity vote to the benefit of the special in-
terests. Tax changes, budget com-
promises, borrowing and inflating all
help in buying time for a withering
welfare state.
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A wealthy country like the United
States can survive for a long period of
time with adjustments of this sort.
Freedom creates great prosperity and
trust. Our credit is still good, the dol-
lar is trusted and there is still plenty
of wealth to redistribute. Many Ameri-
cans are still willing to sacrifice even
more of their freedoms for the promise
of Government benevolence, but even
wealthy countries go bankrupt if they
continue to hinder their productive ca-
pacity.

Our Tax Code encourages exporting
of capital, our regulatory system sends
businesses overseas, and our corporate
welfare state subsidizes overseas in-
vestments over domestic ones. At the
same time, we welcome millions of ille-
gal immigrants with free health care,
education and housing. None of this
makes sense. It only drives us more
quickly to the day of reckoning. My
guess is that that day is not far off and
that we have in real terms consumed a
lot of our capital and sacrificed many
of our freedoms.

The concept of complete self-reliance
and personal responsibility absent of
Government programs is foreign to
most Americans. Individual bank-
ruptcy is preceded by a call from a
banker refusing the next loan to pay
for the last one. Suddenly, conditions
change and that individual accustomed
to a high standard of living paid for
with borrowed money has a sharp set-
back to his standard of living. A nation
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never gets that call from a banker,
since it serves as its own banker. The
crisis comes when confidence is lost in
the money. Confidence may erode
gradually, but dramatic changes will
also occur.

We saw signs of things to come with
the breakdown of the Bretton Woods
agreement when gold was still $35 an
ounce. Again, confidence was shaken in
the dollar in 1979 when gold shot up to
$800 an ounce. The Mexican devalu-
ation demonstrated how chronic cur-
rency debasement leads to sudden and
painful adjustments, always hurting
the innocent poor while the politicians
and the bankers escape unscathed.

For good reasons, the Mexican people
did not celebrate the so-called early
payback to the United States of the
loans made 2 years ago. The peasants
suffer while the bankers and their po-
litical allies brag of great deeds never
performed. Much of the time, gold for
the U.S. economy was bought at the
expense of the U.S. dollar.

Our $17 trillion obligations to the
welfare recipients of the future and the
dollars sent overseas for the past dec-
ade or so have allowed us to become
the largest foreign debtor in the his-
tory of the world. Our foreign debt is
now more than $1 trillion. Foreign
central banks, at the urging of our own
Treasury Department, are willing to
accept our Treasury debt at a rate of
over $100 billion per year. It may help
the dollar on the short run, but eventu-
ally those dollars will return in spite of
central bank collusion to keep the sys-
tem afloat.

Foreign central banks are willing, for
now, to soak up our inflated dollars, al-
lowing us to export our inflation and
live beyond our means. They do it since
they need us to buy their products, be-
cause their own economies are inter-
nally weak. They cannot, however, be-
come wealthy by selling us goods in re-
turn for our paper.

Our temporarily strong dollar makes
foreign purchases extremely attractive
and produces our negative trade and
current account balance. With the dol-
lar holding its own, foreigners are will-
ing to hold them as they gladly ring up
paper profits with their sales to the
United States. The fact that the dollar
serves as the reserve currency of the
world contributes to the confidence
that otherwise would not be there if we
were on an international gold standard.

Our interest payments to foreigners
is a major contributing item in our
current account deficit. The amount is
rising steadily as it compounds, just as
our interest on our own $5.2 trillion na-
tional debt. The wonderful illusion of
trust bestowed on the U.S. dollar al-
lows us a standard of living far beyond
anything we currently earn. It is such
a good deal, we can be certain that our
central bank money managers will do
nothing to change it; economic law
will. When is the only question. Our po-
litical party leaders are not even talk-
ing about it, but we in the Congress
surely should.
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The 20th century has not been good
for honoring standards. The Constitu-
tion has certainly suffered as a stand-
ard for our law. Respect for the doc-
trine of enumerated powers has been
undermined by grotesque interstate
commerce laws and general welfare
clause interpretation that mocks the
Founders’ attempt to strictly limit
Government power.

Probably the most important stand-
ard lost in the 20th century has been
that for life. Our laws permit men to
become wealthy through KkKilling the
unborn any time prior to birth and yet
we imprison and threaten youngsters
who throw away their minute-old
newborns with death sentences. The
only debate is whether we should pay
the abortionist or call the police if
someone performs a partial birth abor-
tion. If we are not able to set a stand-
ard for life any better than this, we
cannot be optimistic about our future.

Those who expressed concerns about
this 20 years ago received ridicule when
they suggested it would lead to eutha-
nasia. Medical care is now an economic
function of the state, and the current
standards for life have deteriorated. |
fear the trend for economic justifica-
tion for Kkilling the elderly and the in-
firm will continue.

Without a strict adherence to a
standard for life, we cannot expect
much respect for liberty and property.
Privacy seems to be a thing of the past,
and confiscation of property without
due process of law is a common, every-
day occurrence.

Since 1971, we have had no standard
for our money, and in spite of the dol-
lar’s serving as the world reserve cur-
rency, it does so at great peril to all
Americans. A monetary unit without
definition, endlessly created by a se-
cret central bank, will play havoc
someday with the world financial sys-
tem. Time will tell.

The age of relative ethics and central
planning of our entire educational sys-
tem has produced a generation of
youngsters unable to read or spell.
More Goals 2000 will do nothing to help
our children. Centralized control over
education always enhances the power
of the state and undermines liberty.

One of the most important standards
lost in this century has been that for
liberty. The acceptance that liberty is
composed of two separate elements,
economic and personal, has done un-
told harm to our system. The fact that
commercial speech receives no first
amendment protection is baffling.
Some of the best defenders of the first
amendment are the greatest enemies of
economic liberty and voluntary con-
tracts. It is now strange to propose
that voluntary economic transactions
deserve the same protection under the
law as personal, social, and religious
associations. The divorce between eco-
nomic and personal liberty must be
reconciled if we ever expect to make a
strong stand for a free society.

The welfare ethic has replaced the
work ethic. This applies to corporate
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America, middle-class America, and
the poor. Respect for work, savings,
and investments and no government
hindrance is required to have once
again strong economic growth and a
rising standard of living for all Ameri-
cans.

Centralizing power and consistently
expanding the role of the Government
require an army of bureaucrats and a
taxing authority upon which a police
state thrives. There are over 100 laws
on the books permitting private prop-
erty seizure without due process of law.
We have made it easy to seize any
property by absurdly claiming the
property itself committed the crime.
The RICO mentality relating to law en-
forcement permits even the casual by-
stander to suffer severely from the po-
lice state mentality.

The drug war hysteria and the war on
gun ownership started by Roosevelt in
1934 have expanded Federal police
power to the point that more than 10
percent of all of our police are Federal.
The Constitution names but three Fed-
eral crimes, so where is the justifica-
tion? Talk about swarms of officers to
harass our people and eat out their
substance. We have hovering over us
daily the Federal police from the EPA,
OSHA, FBI, CIA, DEA, EEOC, ADA,
F&WL, INS, BATF, and worst of all,
the IRS. Even criticizing the IRS
makes me cringe that it might precipi-
tate an audit. It seems that all admin-
istrations, to some degree, used the
power of the agencies to reward or pun-
ish financial backers or political en-
emies.

So much that had its origin in the
1930’s, it was then that the FBI’s role
changed from friendly investigator
helping local authorities to that of na-
tional police force.

We live in an age where the fear of an
IRS registered letter bearing news of
an audit surpasses the fear of a street
mugging. The police are supposed to be
our friend and the Federal Government
the guarantor of our liberties. Ask the
blacks in the inner city of Los Angeles
if they trust the police and revere the
FBI and the CIA. We should not have
to cringe when a Federal agent appears
at the door of our business. We should
not even see them there.

A Congress sworn to uphold the Con-
stitution ought to be protecting our
right to our property, not confiscating
it. Congress ought to protect our right
to own a weapon of self-defense, not
systematically and viciously attacking
that right. Congress ought to guaran-
tee all voluntary association, not regu-
late and dictate every economic trans-
action. We should not allow Congress
to give credence to inane politically
correct rules generated by egalitarian
misfits. Setting quotas ought to insult
each of us.

We need no more centralized police
efforts. We need no more wiretaps that
have become epidemic in this last dec-
ade. We have had enough Wacos and
Ruby Ridges.

The foreign policy resulting from the
philosophy that promotes welfarism is
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one of militarism and foreign interven-
tionism. The Constitution does not per-
mit the use of force to mold the inter-
nal affairs of other nations and involve
ourselves in all worldwide conflicts.
Creating a weapons industry and subsi-
dizing international sales are not only
forms of welfare, they distort the en-
tire notion of providing for the na-
tional defense. It should surprise no
one that our foreign policy is up for
sale at election time. Our 20th century
intervention in foreign policy sup-
ported by blind bipartisanship and
based on the principle of using force in
dealing with other nations threatens
our security and challenges U.S. sov-
ereignty.

The march toward internationalism
endorses both unilateral and multilat-
eral use of foreign aid. Now we find bi-
partisan agreement on the three legs
upon which the New World Order stand:
the World Bank, the IMF, and the
newly created World Trade Organiza-
tion. Many believe we are rushing to-
ward the dream of the 20th century
internationalists who earnestly seek a
single-world government.

The demise of the Soviet Union sys-
tem has permitted astounding ad-
vances for the promoters of inter-
nationalism. But the smooth sailing
they all had hoped for is not yet evi-
dent. The expansion of NATO into
Eastern Europe is being met with
strong Russian objections. This will
prove to be less significant due to Rus-
sia’s military and economic decline
than what it does to the current rap-
idly expanding Islamic fundamentalist
movement. Islamic nations are gaining
access to Soviet conventional and nu-
clear weapons, a fact frequently ig-
nored by the media and our political
leaders.

A huge void occurred with the demise
of the Soviet system and is being rap-
idly filled by NATO moving east, and
Islamic fundamentalism moving north.

Although our pro-lIsrael policy is de-
signed to thwart any Arab challenge in
the Middle East, Islamic fundamental-
ism is a far different animal than secu-
lar Arab nations friendly to the West.
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Our policy has actually worked per-
versely, fueling the rise of Islamic fun-
damentalism, undermining moderate
secularism, and in the long term, may
possibly even jeopardize lIsrael’s secu-
rity. The rise of Islamic fundamental-
ism in Turkey, Algeria, and Saudi Ara-
bia as well as many other nations in
the Middle East cannot be ignored.

A recent major revelation should
alert us to grave danger in the region.
Iran, acting as an economic ally to
Iraq, defied United States and U.N.
sanctions by selling Iraqg’s oil. This sig-
nals the possibility of a reconciliation
between the two countries, and in the
next Persian Gulf conflict it will make
United States intervention much more
costly.

Some would argue that as the chance
of major military conflict grows over
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Mideast oil, it justifies even more U.S.
involvement. It should be clear to
those who study the issue, though, that
the United States’ policies have incited
the anti-Western sentiment of the radi-
cals.

The sooner we establish a policy of
neutrality, advocated by the founders
of this country as well as the political
parties and Presidents prior to the 20th
century, the better. It would be a lot
wiser policy than the one we are fol-
lowing today.

The Islamic people have long memo-
ries, and it is not only the U.S. they re-
sent. Virtually thousands of years of
European interference is clearly on
their minds. The sooner we mind our
own business, the better. The last Per-
sian Gulf conflict now turns out to be
much more costly than first believed,
considering evidence of thousands suf-
fering from the Persian Gulf war syn-
drome. It will look cheap, though, com-
pared to the costs of the next conflict.

Our interventionist foreign policy,
like our domestic welfare policy, rests
on a flawed philosophy of government.
It will contribute significantly to our
financial bankruptcy and, tragically,
at the same time, expose us to war we
do not need nor can we afford.

If there is no fundamental philo-
sophic change in the role of govern-
ment, we will continue on a course not
favorable for liberty and detrimental
to our prosperity. Domestic and foreign
deficits will continue to increase.
Trade wars will ensue as GATT and
WTO expand their role as the special
agents in trade warfare. Inflation will
accelerate, and the standard of living
of all Americans will decline. The mod-
erate friction we all feel now will
spread and political frustration will
not go away.

Dividing a shrinking economic pie
will not occur with grace and toler-
ance. The vultures will become more
aggressive, and the efficient lobbyists
will become a hot commodity as the
carcass of free-market capitalism gives
way to the uncontrolled demands of
welfarism and militarism. The conven-
tional ethics problems that engage the
Congress will worsen while we ignore
the real ethics problem of welfare re-
distribution through force.

A lot of good intentions have brought
us to our bankruptcy, but more good
intentions cannot hide deceitful and
immoral principles of government. The
aggressive nature of welfarism must be
exposed for what it is, if we expect to
answer the question of what to do when
the welfare state crumbles. Claiming
theft is benevolent if done through the
tax code has brought us to today’s im-
pending crisis. A clearer moral under-
standing of the nature of welfare must
surface.

Bad ideas cannot become worthwhile
by good intentions. The pragmatism of
interventionism cannot replace the
rule of law that the Constitution gives
us. Respect, once again, must be given
to the limitation of government power
that permeates this document.
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Good intentions do a great deal of
harm because they soften the opposi-
tion and make the proposals appear hu-
manitarian. With man’s imperfection,
mistakes inevitably happen, making
bureaucratic and political decisions
dangerous to the many instead of the
few. Planners cannot know the per-
sonal desires of the people. Govern-
ments cannot protect citizens from
themselves without enslaving the
whole Nation.

Planning requires government force,
backed by government guns, and by its
very nature is inefficient, wasteful,
breeds fraud, and precipitates anger.
Lobbying and campaign reform will not
solve the conflict-of-interest problem.
It will only drive the evildoers under-
ground. The real problem with political
corruption is that government has so
much power and influence in every as-
pect of our economic lives, and it does
pay to influence government officials.

If we do have problems, how serious
are they and what should we do about
them? Few will agree we have no prob-
lems at all. For those who do, they can
just ignore the entire situation. Most
of us who find ourselves in the Con-
gress get here talking about conditions
that are unsatisfactory and need
changing. No correct answers can be
given if the pertinent questions are not
asked.

First, are our problems due to mis-
management, waste and fraud, or do
they stem from a flawed notion about
what the role for government ought to
be? | believe our problems are a result
of a flawed notion regarding govern-
ment. The waste and fraud argument
only distracts from the serious consid-
eration about what the proper role for
government ought to be.

Our founders profoundly believed
government’s role was to protect lib-
erty, and the Constitution explains
precisely the powers the people granted
to the Government. The counter-revo-
lution to this noble experiment, unlike
most counter-revolutions, did not im-
mediately follow our establishing inde-
pendence from Britain. It occurred this
century, gradually and without mili-
tary conflict. The evolution of the wel-
fare state subtly and steadily under-
mined the principle of private prop-
erty, free markets, and sound money,
and has brought us to the brink of
bankruptcy.

Most Americans, if asked, would
agree they would prefer to live in a free
society over a socialist or a planned so-
ciety, yet most continue to endorse the
principle of government intervention
in personal and economic affairs, a
principle that has become acceptable
this century, while replacing the prin-
ciple of a free society the Constitution
was designed to protect.

Many Americans want to have it
both ways, forgetting intervention re-
quires sacrifice of liberty, breeds waste
and fraud, invites debt, diminishes pro-
ductivity, encourages unfulfilled com-
mitments, and ultimately precipitates
bankruptcy.
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We will be forced to recommit our-
selves to a different philosophy of gov-
ernment if we want to live in a free so-
ciety. Perpetuating a bankrupt welfare
state requires more and more
authoritarianism with no chance of
paying the bills and with a continuing
erosion of our standard of living. The
looming financial crisis will not quiet-
ly go away.

Soviet socialism disintegrated after
years of poor economic conditions and
a tyrannical government. We need not
put ourselves through that. The dura-
tion of a diminishing standard of living
and a growing police state could go on
for a long time if we do not recommit
ourselves to the fundamental prin-
ciples upon which freedom depends. If
the prevailing principle that now is
generally accepted by the majority in
the U.S. Congress is not challenged, re-
versal of today’s trend is impossible.

The prevailing moral principle of the
20th century that stole the revolution
is simply: The government has been
granted the arbitrary use of force to
bring about social and economic
changes.

Knowing the full meaning of this re-
veals a monstrous notion. It is this
idea that permits today’s programs of
taxing, spending, regulating,
confiscating, militarizing, harassing,
policing, instructing, controlling, bor-
rowing, inflating, moralizing, and med-
dling, while integrating government
into every aspect of our lives; all done,
of course, in the name of doing good. If
the founders of this country are watch-
ing, they are surely embarrassed. What
they fought for we have frittered away.

I am optimistic, though, enough to
believe that most Americans truly
want to live in a free society. The num-
bers are rapidly growing, especially
since the handwriting is on the wall
and the government largesse is coming
to an end. The message of liberty ap-
peals especially to the younger genera-
tions, since they increasingly see
themselves as the victims of a bank-
rupt welfare state that may smoulder
for a long time.

What principle must we accept if the
welfare principle is to be replaced? The
same one the founders followed in writ-
ing the Constitution: The Government
does not have the moral authority to
use force to mold society or the econ-
omy, nor does any person have this au-
thority.

Government’s role is to restrain force
when individuals violate the rights of
others, which means no robbing or Kill-
ing and breaking of one’s contract.
Molding behavior and regulating the
economy, even if well-motivated, are
not permissible in a free society. The
problem with the idea that a little so-
cialism or a little welfare is needed is
that once the moral principle upon
which welfare depends is conceded to
any degree, there is no moral argument
for Ilimitations. Politicians trading
votes and lobbyists earning a top-notch
living will then determine the limits.
Limitations will only come when the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

funds disappear, precipitating anger,
frustration, and sacrifice of personal
liberty.

It has been said that the art of poli-
tics is compromise, and on the impor-
tant issues, bipartisanship is crucial. If
one group wants $30 billion for a wel-
fare program and the other wants $20
billion, both will settle for $25 billion.
That is no compromise, that is a total
victory for those who endorse force and
taxation to redistribute wealth. Those
arguing for less achieve nothing be-
cause they concede the authority to
the State to rob Peter to pay Paul.
Yes, a little less, but so what. If we
come up short before the fiscal year
end, a supplemental appropriation will
pass to make up the difference. That is
compromise?

Compromise has a good name, but
there are and must be political abso-
lutes regarding the role for govern-
ment. Otherwise there are no limits to
spending and deficits. Some argue
there are only gray areas in politics,
and only compromise will permit work-
able solutions. Surely there should be
no compromise on murder, theft, and
fraud. These should be either illegal or
not.

The promoters of welfare endlessly
use the compromise argument to soften
the opposition. Compromise sounds so
gentlemanly and compassionate. In re-
ality, those arguing for slightly less
have conceded the entire argument to
the welfarists that government has the
authority in the first place to promote
forced redistribution. Right and wrong
should be argued, just as right and
wrong are argued on murder and theft.

The record is clear that the com-
promise approach has been very suc-
cessful for the welfare state. The
spending is endless and deficits persist,
while demands continue to grow.

Simply put, government, even
through congressional legislation, has
no moral right to steal. It is wrong and
the Constitution prohibits it. Com-
promise with welfare proposals will be
no more successful than the Missouri
Compromise was in solving the slavery
question.

A society that condones government
violence and forced redistribution of
wealth while attacking the right of its
citizens to defend themselves against
violence must by its very nature accept
authoritarianism as a way of life. This
will lead to severe unwanted violence
on a grand scale, since the use of vio-
lence has been accepted as a proper
government function. Tragically, the
only defense eventually will be for the
people to counter it with their own
force.

The purpose of politics is simple but
profound: It is to achieve liberty, un-
less one wants authoritarianism. Why
should we have liberty? A society hon-
oring individual liberty permits the
best hope for mankind to achieve
progress in all that we do. Achieving
excellence, virtue, happiness, spiritual
well-being, economic security, and
mental satisfaction can best be accom-
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plished through voluntary means,
available only in a free society.

We must agree on the ground rules
that the people have established with
the Government. The Constitution, al-
though now generally dismissed, pro-
vides that contract between the people
and the Government. Although imper-
fect without the agreement, and that is
essentially what we have today, we see
the anarchy of special interest govern-
ment in a desperate effort to satisfy
their demand as bankruptcy draws
near. Street muggings to transfer
wealth are morally comparable to an
IRS mugging used to separate a citizen
from his hard-earned cash. Splitting
the difference on an appropriations bill
will do nothing to solve our problems.
It will only make them worse by per-
petuating an immoral system.

The key to the Constitution working
is our acceptance of the premise laid
down by Jefferson: “All men are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights.”” Rights, being nat-
ural or God-given, are the only moral
alternative to the secular humanists
who finds violence a proper tool to pro-
mote the authoritarian agenda through
government monopoly education.

As our national bankruptcy unravels
and we lose confidence in the dollar,
more and more Americans want real
answers to our problems. We will not
find these answers in tinkering with
the present system. That will only
delay the inevitable and further inflate
the financial bubble.

As this becomes more evident, expect
more Americans to look toward liberty
and away from tyranny. A growing
army of Americans is once again being
introduced to the principles of liberty,
and they like what they see. America
can remain the bastion of liberty and
peace, and it need not be a painful deci-
sion. Freedom requires no sacrifice. If
any suffering comes, it must be laid at
the doorstep of those who have exces-
sively spent, regulated, and taxed.

Restoring liberty, eliminating taxes,
releasing our creative energy from the
chains of big government bureaucrats,
and permitting people to keep their
earnings guarantee a prosperity and se-
curity not yet known to man. Self-re-
spect and natural pride would follow.

The liberty bridge to the 20th cen-
tury is the bridge | hope we use, not
the one offered to us and built by the
status quo. | plan, with many others,
to work to build the liberty bridge.

A FAIR HEARING ON GUAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GiB-
BONS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, the gen-
tleman from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
take this opportunity to tell a story
about Guam and its quest for political
dignity in the context of recent stories
about fundraising, some trends in the
Asian region regarding the strategic
utilization of Guam and the aspirations
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of the people that | so proudly rep-
resent.

In President Clinton’s State of the
Union Address he called on Congress to
look to the East no less than to the
West, and this demonstrates the grow-
ing perspective shift which is taking
hold in this country recognizing the
Asian Pacific region’s importance to
global affairs and recognizing the trend
that the United States is indeed a Na-
tion not just with interests in the Pa-
cific but is indeed a Pacific Nation.

The United States commitment to
the Asia-Pacific region provides the
framework for the stable conditions
which in turn promote trade and com-
merce. The resulting trade and com-
merce then provide the basis upon
which there are further advancements
in the peaceful relations of the region.
And as the Department of Defense con-
tinues with the Quadrennial Defense
Review, the QDR, it is imperative that
the Department of Defense act on Sec-
retary Cohen’s belief that any force
structure changes be strategy driven
and not budget driven.

The future dynamics of the Asia-Pa-
cific region require that the United
States examine its role in the region.
One key element of U.S. policy will be
a forward deployed military presence.
And in this analysis, Guam is uniquely
situated to play a major role in the for-
ward presence of this country in this
vital region. Guam, as many of you
know, is 9,000 miles away from here,
some 1,800 miles south of Japan, ap-
proximately 4 to 5 flying hours to most
parts of the Asian mainland.

The strategic uses of Guam have been
heightened recently. There is this
week, | believe tomorrow Guam time,
arriving on Guam the USS Independ-
ence, which is a carrier home ported in
Japan, and it marks the first time that
a carrier has visited Guam in over 30
years. This highlights our strategic im-
portance in supporting the 7th fleet as
well as the mobility of the 7th fleet. |
believe it also sends a message to the
entire Pacific region about Guam’s role
in that and also the general mobility of
American forces.

Guam is also being studied in the
context of some Marine Corps activi-
ties in line. Considering some of the
problems that the Marines have in Oki-
nawa, there is serious consideration
today of perhaps deploying a unit of
marines on Guam.

This general strategic use of Guam is
entirely in concert with its geographi-
cal location, but much more important
than that, | believe, is its relationship
to this country as an American terri-
tory. One of the reasons why it be-
comes vital to the overall deployment
of forces in Asia is because if securing
base rights in other countries and
Southeast Asia or perhaps even Aus-
tralia prove difficult or undesirable or
problematic in some way, Guam, as an
American territory, provides basing op-
portunities within the region. And
also, because of its status as an Amer-
ican territory, it was of enormous
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value in the placement of Kurdish refu-
gees during Operation Pacific Haven
dealing with the Kurds that came out
of northern lIrag, and also in fact dur-
ing the air strikes in lIraqg itself. Air
Force B-52 bombers landed on Guam
prior to continuing their mission in the
Persian Gulf. This was facilitated by
the fact that there were no air space
requirements that had to be dealt with.

Admiral Prueher, the U.S. Com-
mander in Chief of the Pacific,
CINCPAC, uses the term ‘‘cooperative
engagement’’ to describe United States
strategy in the Asia Pacific region. The
three-part strategy includes peacetime
involvement, crisis response, and main-
taining fighting ability. All of these
elements can be accomplished with
Guam as a partner in this strategic ini-
tiative.

I think it is important, in line with
this cooperative engagement theme,
that it is important now, | think, for
the Federal Government to ensure
some cooperative engagement with
Guam in its aspirations for greater po-
litical autonomy. We need to do this in
order, | believe, to continue to count
on Guam as an important part of
America’s forward deployed forces and
to fulfill its security role.

The Federal Government must also
address the political aspirations of the
people of Guam as well as some of their
economic concerns. One of the main
items that is of importance to the peo-
ple of Guam is that land no longer
needed by the U.S. military should be
returned to Guam. And by most esti-
mates, including the military’s own es-
timates, the acreage, the amount of
acreage held by the military is roughly
double that which they really need to
use, even in the severest contingency.

In addition, the legitimate political
aspirations of the people of Guam are
connected to the military utilization of
the island. After all, the U.S. presence
on Guam is not an accident of history
but a result of the island’s strategic lo-
cation. To the extent that military
planners can see a connection between
forward deployment and the democra-
tization of the Asian region, we must
also be able to envision how it would
work in microcosm form on a small is-
land within the American family.

The pursuit of commonwealth status
remains the single most important po-
litical issue for the people of Guam.
The Draft Guam Commonwealth Act
clarifies and strengthens the relation-
ship with the Federal Government,
places the island on a full path to full
self-government, and frees the island
from many Federal restraints on our
economic development. For almost 100
years since Guam became a possession
of the United States as a result of the
Spanish-American War, the people of
Guam have been waiting for the full
measure of rights guaranteed to other
American citizens. Our current status
is unsatisfactory, and we are seeking
an improved relationship which we be-

lieve will be mutually beneficial to
both Guam and the Federal Govern-
ment.
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Since 1987, the leadership of Guam,
through the Guam Commission on Self-
Determination and the Office of the
Guam Delegate to the U.S. House, have
been engaged in the pursuit of com-
monwealth for Guam. On numerous oc-
casions | have spoken on the House
floor to try to tell the Guam story and
to explain what Guam wants in our
quest for commonwealth.

One of the most important provisions
of the Guam Commonwealth Act is the
mutual consent provision. What this
means is that we are hoping that once
the Federal territorial negotiations are
completed, the provisions of the act
would not be changed by either the
Federal Government or the Govern-
ment of Guam without some mutual
action. This is a key element in the act
because | believe that it symbolizes the
ability of the people of Guam to govern
themselves rather than be governed
from afar.

In addition, the Guam Common-
wealth Act would create a joint com-
mission on U.S. and Commonwealth of
Guam relations. This joint commission
would be used for regular consultations
and will be central to the maintenance
of the commonwealth. It ensures that
the integrity of this special relation-
ship between the United States and
Guam will be protected and respected.

These provisions raise constitutional
issues in the minds of many, and we on
Guam recognize this. But if we are to
perfect the meaning of American citi-
zenship for people who are not, who do
not and realistically cannot have the
aspirations for statehood, we must
push the envelope, think outside the
box and engage these issues in a mean-
ingful way.

Another crucial element of the draft
commonwealth proposal is Guam’s de-
sire to control its own immigration. It
is the historical and contemporary ap-
plication of U.S. immigration stand-
ards to Guam which drives our need to
modify and manage the flow of people
who migrate to Guam to make either
their voluntary residence or their place
of employment.

This brings me to what is clearly a
painful and uncomfortable topic, and
that is recent media reports linking
the Clinton administration position on
commonwealth and campaign contribu-
tions by people of Guam to the Demo-
cratic Party. What disappoints me
most about these reports is how they
have blurred the lines between Guam'’s
contributions and foreign contribu-
tions. Guam has been a U.S. territory
since 1898, and its residents have been
citizens since 1950. To include Guam in
lists of foreign countries allegedly
making campaign contributions is not
only misleading, it reveals a lack of
understanding about Guam’s participa-
tion as an American community.

These are contributions by fellow
Americans, not foreigners. Last week
the Los Angeles Times quoted a Mem-
ber of the other body as saying, ‘““‘Alle-
gations have been made about Cuba,
Indonesia, even Guam. And this is the
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first time since we reformed campaign
financing 23 years ago that there’s been
allegations of foreign involvement in
American political campaigns.”

Clearly, this Member is making
Guam out to be a foreign contributor
instead of the active American commu-
nity that we are. | wonder what the
people of his home State would have
thought if that Member had spoken of
allegations made about Cuba, Indo-
nesia and even Arizona.

It is important to make this distinc-
tion between foreign contributions and
American contributions in the context
of these discussions because it seems
that it rubs Guam in a negative way in
both directions.

To the extent that the people of
Guam cannot vote for President of the
United States, the one way that per-
haps they can provide evidence of their
support for the candidacy of an individ-
ual running for President is to make a
campaign donation. And now that very
campaign donation has many doubts
cast upon it, and its utility has been
besmirched and run through the media
mud.

These reports have also failed to
point out that the President commit-
ted to appointing a special White
House representative and moving for-
ward with the commonwealth negotia-
tions during a meeting that | partici-
pated in in 1993, and in which | made a
request for the President and in which
he agreed that he would appoint a spe-
cial negotiator. This was well before
any campaign contributions were
made. To link this process to political
contributions delegitimizes the very le-
gitimate efforts of the people of Guam
to attain a fuller measure of political
dignity through a commonwealth.

The article printed in the Washing-
ton Post last week alleged a quid pro
quo policy shift based on campaign
contributions from the people of Guam.
The quid pro quo alleged by the article
simply has not occurred.

While there have been serious discus-
sions with the administration since
1993, about Guam’s quest for common-
wealth, to date there has been no spe-
cific policy shift. What has changed is
the context in which our desires for the
local control of immigration have been
portrayed. This distortion has been
suggested by members of the Federal
bureaucracy whom we from Guam are
very familiar with because we have ne-
gotiated rather unsuccessfully with
them over the years.

It is also important to note that,
when we look at it in terms of from
Guam, we are wondering how we are
portrayed in the national media. |
heard in the radio this morning a re-
porter for one of the national maga-
zines making again the claim, and this
has been repeated in a number of media
interviews, that our policy toward
Guam had shifted as a result of cam-
paign negotiations.

It is the extension of the meaning of
the word “‘our” and the portrayal of
the people of Guam as being foreign,
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out there. | doubt if our policy toward
Arizona or our policy toward Montana
would be portrayed in that way be-
cause the pronoun our is used in that
context in the terms of foreign policy.
It seems that certainly to the people of
Guam that for military purposes we
are treated very domestically. But ap-
parently for fundraising purposes, we
are quite foreign.

The type of immigration control that
Guam desires is not unusual in the con-
text of territorial relations. In the past
the National Government has des-
ignated territorial leaders to issue
passports and administer other func-
tions normally reserved for Federal
agencies, and these are parts of the or-
ganic acts or the organizing acts for
many territories.

Today two territories control immi-
gration locally, American Samoa and
the Commonwealth of the Northern
Marianas. Our desire for immigration
control is also consistent, we believe,
with the national trend toward the
shift of power from the National Gov-
ernment to local government. We on
Guam strongly support and even accept
and support existing U.S. statutes with
respect to fair labor standards, the pro-
tection of workers rights, safety and
health, and the U.S. minimum wage
system. They have become inherent in
the way we operate daily in our offices,
in our businesses, in our commercial
enterprises on Guam. What we seek is
economic relief through the ability to
procure workers on a temporary basis
while continuing to administer these
standards ourselves and not their aban-
donment, as some would suggest.
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We also want to rectify the negative
social impact caused by existing Fed-
eral immigration law. Guam proposes a
standard-driven process whereby the
government of Guam will earn the
gradual assumption of control congru-
ent with its direct administration of
these standards. This has been the te-
nets of the process of negotiation that
we have had with the administration,
not the kind of farfetched portrayal
that has been made in the media.

What allegedly goes on in other areas
is not the desire of the people of Guam.
We are not only mindful of the accusa-
tion of labor abuses elsewhere in the
Pacific region, we too are greatly con-
cerned about them. What the leaders of
Guam hear most is not the sound of
money changing hands, but the cries
and the aspirations of the people about
serious policy concerns.

Guam contributes enormously to the
strength of our country and Asia and
we deserve to be heard on the merits of
our arguments. The extension of de-
mocracy should have no price.

America’s rationale for a strong de-
fense is not only to provide security
but to provide the basis to increase the
democratization of the Asian Pacific
region. If the Federal Government is
not willing to deal with Guam’s con-
cerns, this rationale is made empty and
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degraded. If the United States is to in-
crease and stand for democracy in
Asia, it must start at home and even
when that home is some 9,000 miles
away from Washington.

The call of the people of Guam is a
call to open-mindedness. We call on the
administration to continue the nego-
tiations to their final conclusion and
we ask this Congress to give the people
of Guam a fair hearing. We not only de-
sire it, we deserve it, and for the past
100 years, in reality, this is all that we
have been asking for.

SUPPLEMENTARY AGREEMENT ON
SOCIAL SECURITY BETWEEN THE
GOVERMENT OF UNITED STATES
AND GOVERNMENT OF UNITED
KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN
AND NORTHERN IRELAND—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
105-47)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to section 233(e)(1) of the
Social Security Act, as amended by the
Social Security Amendments of 1977
(Public Law 95-216, 42 U.S.C. 433(e)(1)),
I transmit herewith the Supplementary
Agreement Amending the Agreement
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland on Social Secu-
rity (the Supplementary Agreement),
which consists of two separate instru-
ments: a principal agreement and an
administrative arrangement. The Sup-
plementary Agreement, signed at Lon-
don on June 6, 1996, is intended to mod-
ify certain provisions of the original
United States-United Kingdom Social
Security Agreement signed at London
February 13, 1984.

The United States-United Kingdom
Social Security Agreement is similar

in objective to the social security
agreements with Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, lIreland, Italy, Luxembourg,
The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,

Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland. Such
bilateral agreements provide for lim-
ited coordination between the U.S. and
foreign social security systems to
eliminate dual social security coverage
and taxation, and to help prevent the
loss of benefit protection that can
occur when workers divide their ca-
reers between two countries.

The Supplementary  Agreement,
which would amend the 1984 Agreement
to update and clarify several of its pro-
visions, is necessitated by changes that
have occurred in U.S. and English law
in recent years. Among other things,
the Supplementary Agreement re-
moves certain restrictions in the origi-
nal agreement concerning payment of
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UK disability benefits to residents of
the United States. The Supplementary
Agreement will also make a number of
minor revisions in the Agreement to
take account of other changes in U.S.
and English law that have occurred in
recent years.

The United States-United Kingdom
Social Security Agreement, as amend-
ed, would continue to contain all provi-
sions mandated by section 233 and
other provisions that | deem appro-
priate to carry out the provisions of
section 233, pursuant to section
233(c)(4) of the Act.

I also transmit for the information of
the Congress a report prepared by the
Social Security Administration ex-
plaining the key points of the Supple-
mentary Agreement, along with a para-
graph-by-paragraph explanation of the
effect of the amendments on the prin-
cipal agreement and the related admin-
istrative arrangement. Annexed to this
report is the report required by section
233(e)(1) of the Act on the effect of the
Agreement, as amended, on income and
expenditures of the U.S. Social Secu-
rity program and the number of indi-
viduals affected by the amended Agree-
ment. The Department of State and the
Social Security Administration have
recommended the Supplementary
Agreement and related documents to
me.

I commend the United States-United
Kingdom Social Security Agreement
and related documents.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, February 25, 1997.

1997 NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL
STRATEGY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary, the Committee on
Agriculture, the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the Committee on
National Security, the Committee on
Resources, the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs and the
Committee on Ways and Means:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit the 1997 Na-
tional Drug Control Strategy to the Con-
gress. This strategy renews our biparti-
san commitment to reducing drug
abuse and its destructive consequences.
It reflects the combined and coordi-
nated Federal effort that is directed by
National Drug Control Policy Director
Barry McCaffrey and includes every de-
partment and over 50 agencies. It en-
lists all State and local leaders from
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across the country who must share in
the responsibility to protect our chil-
dren and all citizens from the scourge
of illegal drugs.

In the 1996 National Drug Control
Strategy, we set forth the basis of a co-
herent, rational, long-term national ef-
fort to reduce illicit drug use and its
consequences. Building upon that
framework, the 1997 National Drug Con-
trol Strategy adopts a 10-year national
drug-control strategy that includes
quantifiable measures of effectiveness.
The use of a long-term strategy, with
annual reports to the Congress and
consistent outreach to the American
people on our progress, will allow us to
execute a dynamic, comprehensive plan
for the Nation and will help us to
achieve our goals.

We know from the past decade of
Federal drug control efforts that
progress in achieving our goals will not
occur overnight. But our success in re-
ducing casual drug use over the last
decade demonstrates that drug abuse is
not an incurable social ill. Thanks to
the bipartisan efforts of the Congress
and the past three administrations,
combined with broad-based efforts of
citizens and communities throughout
the United States, we have made tre-
mendous progress since the 1970’s in re-
ducing drug use.

Nonetheless, we are deeply concerned
about the rising trend of drug use by
young Americans. While overall use of
drugs in the United States has fallen
dramatically—by half in 15 years—ado-
lescent drug abuse continues to rise.
That is why the number one goal of our
strategy is to motivate America’s
youth to reject illegal drugs and sub-
stance abuse.

Our strategy contains programs that
will help youth to recognize the ter-
rible risks associated with the use of il-
legal substances. The cornerstone of
this effort will be our national media
campaign that will target our youth
with a consistent anti-drug message.
But government cannot do this job
alone. We challenge the national media
and entertainment industry to join
us—by renouncing the glamorization of
drug abuse and realistically portraying
its consequences.

All Americans must accept respon-
sibility to teach young people that
drugs are wrong, drugs are illegal, and
drugs are deadly. We must renew our
commitment to the drug prevention
strategies that deter first-time drug
use and halt the progression from alco-
hol and tobacco use to illicit drugs.

While we continue to teach our chil-
dren the dangers of drugs, we must also
increase the safety of our citizens by
substantially reducing drug-related
crime and violence. At the beginning of
my Administration, we set out to
change this country’s approach to
crime by putting more police officers
on our streets, taking guns out of the
hands of criminals and juveniles, and
breaking the back of violent street
gangs. We are making a difference. For
the fifth year in a row serious crime in
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this country has declined. This is the
longest period of decline in over 25
years. But our work is far from done
and we must continue to move in the
right direction.

More than half of all individuals
brought into the Nation’s criminal jus-
tice systems have substance abuse
problems. Unless we also break the
cycle of drugs and violence, criminal
addicts will end up back on the street,
committing more crimes, and back in
the criminal justice system, still
hooked on drugs. The criminal justice
system should reduce drug demand—
not prolong or tolerate it. Our strategy
implements testing and sanctions
through coerced abstinence as a way to
reduce the level of drug use in the pop-
ulation of offenders under criminal jus-
tice supervision, and thereby reduce
the level of other criminal behavior.

Qur strategy supports the expansion
of drug-free workplaces, which have
proven so successful and we will con-
tinue to seek more effective, efficient,
and accessible drug treatment to en-
sure that we are responsive to emerg-
ing drug-abuse trends.

We must continue to shield Ameri-
ca’s air, land, and sea frontiers from
the drug threat. By devoting more re-
sources to protecting the Southwest
border than ever before, we are increas-
ing drug seizures, stopping drug smug-
glers, and disrupting major drug traf-
ficking operations. We must continue
our interdiction efforts, which have
greatly disrupted the trafficking pat-
terns of cocaine smugglers and have
blocked the free flow of cocaine
through the western Caribbean into
Florida and the Southeast.

Our comprehensive effort to reduce
the drug flow cannot be limited to seiz-
ing drugs as they enter the United
States. We must persist in our efforts
to break foreign and domestic sources
of supply. We know that by working
with source and transit nations, we can
greatly reduce foreign supply. Inter-
national criminal narcotics organiza-
tions are a threat to our national secu-
rity. But if we target these networks,
we can dismantle them—as we did the
Cali Cartel.

We will continue to oppose all calls
for the legalization of illicit drugs. Our
vigilance is needed now more than
ever. We will continue to ensure that
all Americans have access to safe and
effective medicine. However, the cur-
rent drug legalization movement sends
the wrong message to our children. It
undermines the concerted efforts of
parents, educators, businesses, elected
leaders, community groups, and others
to achieve a healthy, drug-free society.

I am confident that the national
challenge of drug abuse can be met by
extending our strategic vision into the
future, educating citizens, treating ad-
diction, and seizing the initiative in
dealing with criminals who traffic not
only in illegal drugs but in human mis-
ery and lost lives.

Every year drug abuse Kills 14,000
Americans and costs taxpayers nearly
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$70 billion. Drug abuse fuels spouse and
child abuse, property and violent
crime, the incarceration of young men
and women, the spread of AIDS, work-
place and motor vehicle accidents, and
absenteeism in the work force.

For our children’s sake and the sake
of this Nation, this menace must be
confronted through a rational, coher-
ent, cooperative, and long-range strat-
egy. | ask the Congress to join me in a
partnership to carry out this national
strategy to reduce illegal drug use and
its devastating impact on America.

WIiLLIAM J. CLINTON

THE WHITE HOUSE, February 25, 1997.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO RESTORE PATENT RIGHTS TO
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GiIB-
BONS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
today | have submitted to Congress
legislation which will restore to the
American people the patent rights that
have been protected by law in our
country since the ratification of our
Constitution.

Now, | say restore to the American
people because unbeknownst to our
population, and | might say unbe-
knownst to many Members of Con-
gress, over these last few years our pat-
ent rights have been under attack and
that attack has already greatly dimin-
ished the patent protection, the rights
that our people have had in the area of
intellectual property rights for their
inventions, to control their products
and their genius, the protection they
have had since the founding of our
country. This has been, already, as |
say, let me repeat, greatly diminished.

To be specific, we as a people have al-
ready lost our right to a guaranteed
patent term. Now, that may sound a
bit innocuous, because most Americans
do not know what | am talking about.
A guaranteed patent term? Yes, Ameri-
cans, from the founding of our country
until just 2 years ago, had a right to a
guaranteed term where they would
control and own their inventions.
Every generation of Americans has
been confident that no matter how
long after filing for a patent, no matter
how long it took the patent to be is-
sued, the owner of the patent, once it
was issued, would have a guaranteed
term of 17 years of ownership from
which to benefit from his or her inven-
tion.

Now, this may seem a bit obscure, it
may seem a bit innocuous in terms of
why would someone be so concerned
about this little part of the law? Well,
American investors and American in-
ventors have had, since our country’s
founding, the strongest protection of
any people of the world. That counts
for something. And it does not just
count for the well-being of inventors
and investors.
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Now, some people believe the Amer-
ican miracle is a result of the vast re-
sources of the United States of Amer-
ica. They look at our oil and our gold
and our minerals and our lakes and our
streams, and they look at the trees,
and they look at all of the vast ex-
panses of territory and say that must
be the basis of America’s well-being, of
its economic strength. Well, that is not
the basis of our strength. What has
given us a higher standard of living and
produced a country where opportunity
has been unlimited compared to other
countries of the world is that we pro-
duced more wealth than other soci-
eties. Thus, the wealth that we pro-
duced pushed up the standard of living
of the average person and opened doors
of opportunity never seen or even
dreamed of before in other countries.

We produced more wealth not be-
cause we worked harder. It is almost a
cliche to say that Americans work very
hard. Well, I know many people around
the world who work very hard, and I
know many nations around the world
who worked very hard throughout his-
tory and that got nowhere. Their peo-
ple did not benefit or profit. It was not
an uplifting of the human experience
for them to work hard.

Our people worked hard but it was
coupled with two things: It was coupled
with freedom, which was vitally impor-
tant, but it was also coupled with the
fact that the United States was always
on the cutting edge of technology. The
work of our people was magnified over
and over again by the fact that our
people were using the best and the lat-
est equipment and technology to get
their job done, which made our people
more productive and more competitive
than the vast numbers of people and
the huge multitude of populations
throughout the world who worked just
as hard and had just as much muscle
and got up in the morning perhaps even
earlier than Americans. But that their
labor was not magnified by the tech-
nology that produced much more
wealth per hour worked.

Our Founding Fathers believed in
this. They understood it. In fact, they
made sure that it was written into our
Constitution. And the laws that we
passed concerning the ownership of
technology was based on the idea that
if we encourage people to own the
things that they developed, that more
things would be invented here and that
the lifestyle of our people would be im-
proved by the genius of our people be-
cause people would seek to create new
inventions that would build the wealth
and raise the standard of living. We
know that. We are very proud of that
as Americans.

In fact, one of the things Americans
are most proud of is the fact that we
were the people who invented some of
the most important inventions in the
history of mankind. Samuel Morris,
who invented the telegraph; Robert
Fulton. These were not rich people who
just managed to buy their way into
some invention. They were common or-
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dinary people that invented things that
changed the world forever.

Thomas Edison. Here | sit under elec-
tric lights and | wonder what this body
must have done before there was elec-
tricity; how we were able to function
without electricity. Certainly how can
we have a democracy when we do not
have the radio technology or the tele-
vision technology or the printing tech-
nology that permits the huge number
of citizens to participate in their open
government?

Alexander Graham Bell; another per-
son who came from great adversity in
order to invent something that
changed the face of the planet and has
magnified the amount of wealth avail-
able to the common man beyond any-
thing that was ever believed before.

The Wright brothers. The Wrights’
first flight down in North Carolina,
which | recently visited. These two
young men who worked in a bicycle
shop, whose education was limited but
whose imagination and tenacity and
intelligence was superior. They pushed
and they pushed, and they knew that if
they had their invention, if they could
conquer the secrets that would lead
mankind to flight, they would own
that technology for 17 years. They
knew it would be their property. That
is the same with all the inventors I
just mentioned.

Our technology laws brought us
through cold wars and hot wars, it
brought us through times of great peril
and it brought us through times of
great development in our Nation. We
were the most undeveloped nation of
the world and we became an industrial
power, and also a power in which eco-
nomic activity was so diversified and
spread throughout the population that
all people of all backgrounds were able
to have opportunities that were never
dreamed of, as | say, in other coun-
tries.

This was a result of our laws. It did
not just happen. It did not just happen.
It happened because we had the strong-
est patent protection of any country of
the world and, thus, we benefited more
than any country of the world from the
development of new technology and
new inventions.

Well, 3 years ago, | sadly say, a plan
was put into motion to change that
fundamental protection that Ameri-
cans enjoyed for so long. The American
inventor and the American investor,
who before were certain that they
would have a guaranteed patent term
no matter how long it took them once
they had applied for the patent, no
matter how long it took them to get
that through the patent process after
they had filed, and Alexander Graham
Bell and Thomas Edison fought for dec-
ades at times to try to get their pat-
ents through, they knew at the end of
that time there would be 17 years in
which they would own their technology
and be able to benefit from it. Thus,
the investors were able to come
through with the money that was nec-
essary to do the work and the research
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necessary to change the condition of
mankind.

In its little way the electric light,
what a little way, it changed mankind.
Just that little electric light changed
all of humankind forever. That did not
just happen. It took people to invest in
research facilities and to pay salaries
and to make sure the job got done. But
they knew if they invested they would
have 17 years of guaranteed patent pro-
tection to get that money back.

Already, as | have stated, that right
has been eliminated and, actually, the
patent protection offered by the law
has been significantly diminished. The
American people do not even know
that. The guaranteed patent term, was
quietly, almost secretly replaced by an
uncertain patent term.

Now, what is this uncertain patent
term? It looks very innocuous. What it
says Is 20 years from filing, when you
file, 20 years later you have no more
patent protection. What that means is
if it takes you 10 or 15 years to get
your patent, which has been the case
with major breakthrough technologies,
well, you just do not have any time
left. You do not benefit at all.

That was a tremendous change in our
fundamental patent law, our fun-
damental law of ownership of tech-
nology. As we enter an era of tech-
nology and ideas and global competi-
tion, we have changed that fundamen-
tal law that guided us through. Why
did we do that? How did they do that?
That law was changed by putting in a
small provision into the GATT imple-
mentation legislation that most of the
Members of this Congress did not know
was in that legislation.
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This fundamental change in our law
that is so important to the develop-
ment of technology that will keep
America strong, so our people can have
a higher standard of living and can
beat the foreign competition, that was
just changed. It was put in there in the
GATT implementation legislation.
This Congressman struggled to find out
if it would be included and was not
told, it was kept secret from me until
the last minutes before the GATT was
sent to this body as to whether or not
they were going to include this provi-
sion.

Interestingly enough, the provision I
am talking about was not required by
GATT. To let someone know what
GATT is, GATT is called the General
Agreement on Trades and Tariffs. What
it was was an agreement negotiated
over a number of years between the
countries of the world in which they
generally agreed to what the rules of
the game of trading would be.

Our Congress decided that we would
give what we call fast track authority
to our Federal Government, to the
President, to negotiate with these
other countries and fast track means
that he can come back and present us
one piece of legislation that encom-
passed all the understandings that they
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reached with the GATT implementa-
tion, or with the GATT agreement. So
this General Agreement on Trades and
Tariffs could be presented to us in one
package and we would vote up or we
would vote down on that one package.

We gave away our rights to amend
and to question this bill in parts in ex-
change for an agreement that we would
have 50 days to look at the bill and
that the only thing that would be put
into this implementation legislation
would be that which was required by
GATT itself. So if the General Agree-
ment on Trade and Tariff did not in-
clude the provision, it was not to be
put in. That was part of our agreement
with the administration.

Well, | am here to say today that this
body, this Congress, was betrayed by
the executive branch and this provi-
sion, which was not required by the
GATT agreements, by the General
Agreement on Trades and Tariffs, it did
not require this provision. This provi-
sion was quietly put into place in hopes
that it would just flow right on by and
the American inventor and investor
and, in the long run, the American peo-
ple would never know what hit them.

Furthermore, of course, if you re-
member, the GATT implementation
legislation was given us just like a few
days before we were to adjourn. We
would not even have the 50 days that
were required of us, and we raised such
a stink that a special session was
called for us to vote on GATT. It was a
lame duck session. But even then it
was admitted to me that this provision
was not required, but that if | agreed to
just go along with it, if our people
would vote for it, that they would have
a chance to correct it later on.

So our right of a guaranteed patent
term has already been eliminated. It
has been eliminated. It is gone. It is re-
placed by this 20 years from filing,
which means you have no guaranteed
term and if it takes you 10 years to get
your patent or 15 years, so what. And
basically it is gone. It has happened.
Why am | bringing it up, then, if it has
already happened?

We are bringing it up because we are
trying to restore that right to the
American people and that is part of the
legislation | have introduced today.
But one might ask themselves, why is
it that that law was changed in the
first place? Who was behind this? What
motivated people to want to change
this guaranteed patent or eliminate it
when it had done so much to benefit
the American people? When as the
greatest innovators and inventors in
the world, we had so much to be proud
of and that has to have something to
do with our patent laws, who would
want to change the law then? Who the
heck would make this effort to sort of
maneuver this thing through the sys-
tem like that?

I am submitting for the RECORD a
copy of an agreement that | have in my
hands. It is a copy of an agreement be-
tween Bruce Lehman, who was the
head of the American Patent Office,
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and his Japanese counterpart, in which
Bruce Lehman agrees to, quote, har-
monize, end of quote, American law
with that of Japan. This is dated 3
years ago. He is going to harmonize
American law with Japan.

Well, let us look at what harmonize
means. If we have the strongest patent
protection of the world, which is what
gave us the strength to outcompete our
opposition, and Japan had a weaker
system, do you think that | would be
up here today if the agreement was
being implemented by bringing the
Japanese system and making it strong-
er protection for their citizens, so that
Japan now had stronger protection for
their own citizens? | would not be com-
plaining about that. Why | am here
today is because Bruce Lehman, the
head of our Patent Office, and those
people he has mobilized in the Amer-
ican Government and those people who
are lobbying this bill, this issue,
through the United States Congress
have decided that harmonization of
patent law means that the strongest
patent protection of the world, of the
United States of America, will be har-
monized by bringing it down to the
level of Japan.

Does that not make everyone feel
nice and comfy, that our rights now
are going to be diminished in order to
make them the same as the Japanese?
The Japanese of course are well-known
for their creativity. They are well-
known for all of their inventions. They
are well-known for the innovations
that have made their country the lead-
er, in which everyone wants to copy.

What? What? No way. The Japanese
are known, yes, as hard-working peo-
ple. The Japanese are known basically
as honest people. But they are not
innovators. They are not inventors.
They are not creative thinkers. In fact,
they are just the opposite. They are
people who do not invent things. They
are people who copy things.

One of the reasons why they copy
things and they do not invent things in
Japan is because they have had a pat-
ent system which is like the one that
we now have had foisted upon us. They
have had the 20 years. What it is, they
have a system that the inventor files
and after 20 years the inventor no
longer has any more property rights.
No matter if it takes 15 or 18 years to
get something through the system, the
inventor, he or she, could lose all of
their patent rights, but after 20 years
they have got no more rights, in total
contradiction and contrary to the
American system which has been a
guaranteed patent term of 17 years.

So in Japan, how has it served their
people? If someone comes up with a
new idea, they file for a patent, and
within a short period of time they are
surrounded by powerful economic in-
terests who beat them into submission
and destroy their incentive to invent
and take away what they have created
and use it for their own benefit. These
economic thugs in Japan will not coun-
tenance any type of threat by some
creative inventor.
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In the United States we herald our
creative thinkers. We think they are
wonderful. We understand the value
they are to our society. Now, we have
changed our system to replicate that of
Japan. What is going on here? And es-
pecially you must think about what is
going on here when you realize by
changing our law, we are permitting
those same economic thugs in Japan to
do the same thing to American inven-
tors that they have been doing to their
own people. This is an absolute out-
rage. Yet it has happened very quietly.
Not many people have noticed. You
might say it is a Pearl Harbor in slow
motion. Years from now, people will
not even know why the United States
seems to be lagging behind when we
were always up front. No, that is not
what we are going to let happen.

The bill 1 dropped today will, first
and foremost, restore to the United
States and to the people of the United
States a guaranteed patent term. A
guaranteed patent term. | would hope
that my colleagues will join me in co-
sponsoring and voting for and support-
ing vocally and otherwise my legisla-
tion. Thirty-eight of my colleagues
have already joined me in cosponsoring
this bill, to restore to the American
people this right that was given up as
part of a promise made to the head of
the Japanese patent office, for Pete’s
sake.

And what else is going on? What else
was in this agreement? | think it is fas-
cinating for us to look at the agree-
ment. The first part of the agreement
is for us to change our patent law so
that we no longer have a guaranteed
patent term. That is gone, and now I
am trying to restore it. But the second
part of this is they want us to agree,
and the head of our Patent Office has
agreed to do this, to publish every de-
tail of American patent applications so
the whole world can see every one of
our technological secrets and new ideas
18 months after the application has
been filed, whether or not the patent
has been issued.

What does that mean? That means
that every one of our inventors who
files, even if he has not had the patent
issued to him, every thief and copycat
on the entire planet will know every
detail. Now if you think that is too
outrageous to believe, no one would be
dumb enough, no one would ever be
dumb enough to do this, maybe some
official would be dumb enough to do
that. You know, some official, they
might just sign away and try never to
implement this. It is like the Japanese.
They make an agreement, then they
wait for you to do everything you have
agreed to and then they may or may
not follow through on what they have
agreed to. No, we would not be that
stupid.

Well, there is a bill now before Con-
gress, H.R. 400, which will be going
through the Intellectual Property
Rights Committee of Judiciary tomor-
row. That bill, surprise, surprise, is the
second shoe falling on this agreement.
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They have eliminated the guaranteed
patent term. Now they want to, what?
Publish all the inventors’ applications
in 18 months whether or not the patent
has been issued. There is a piece of leg-
islation, | call it the Steal American
Technologies Act. They have submitted
the bill, and it is being pushed through
the process right now, right now as we
speak. Tomorrow there is going to be a
hearing, and | will be speaking about it
at the hearing. | believe, and | do not
think it takes anyone with a superior
intelligence to realize, this is a give-
away of America’s standard of living to
the people who would cheat and steal
and lie and copy all of our ideas.

There was a man involved in the
solar energy industry last year when a
similar bill was being pushed through
the system, and when | told him about
this provision, his face reddened, he
clenched his fists and he said, Con-
gressman, let me tell you what will
happen if this becomes law. When |
apply for a patent, my Japanese and
Chinese competitors will have the in-
formation about my inventions even
before I have my patent issued. They
will be in production, they will be mak-
ing money, and they will use that
money that they have made on my in-
ventions to destroy me economically.
There will be nothing | can do to fight
it. They will use money made from my
invention to hire their lawyers to pre-
vent me from having those property
rights. This is what we are condemning
our own business to by passing the
Steal American Technologies Act, H.R.
400.

The bill that | submitted today, in
direct contrast to H.R. 400, reconfirms
the right of Americans, which has been
another right American inventors have
had, the right of confidentiality; that
when an inventor steps forward and
files for a patent, that that inventor
has been guaranteed, by law, that his
information will be kept secret and, if
it is revealed, criminal penalties can be
filed against those people who reveal
that information. That has been the
right of the American inventor, until
now. Those advocates of H.R. 400, the
Steal American Technologies Act,
those advocates of this incredible
agreement with the Japanese, would
have us eliminate the guaranteed pat-
ent term and, number two, eliminate
the right of confidentiality.

What will happen is those powerful
interest groups overseas will know ex-
actly who is trying to get a patent for
what. They will be here with their law-
yers pressuring people just like they do
in their own country. What makes any-
body think our people will be able to
stand up to this type of beating and
this type of coercion any more than
the people of those countries have been
able to stand up to their economic op-
pressors?
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We are talking about countries that
do not have the same idea of fair play
that we have in the United States of
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America, but what we are trying to do
now is give us the same legal protec-
tions, minor legal protections that
they have had, rather than the strong
legal protections we have had tradi-
tionally.

My bill, in contrast to H.R. 400, guar-
antees the patent term, restores con-
fidentiality. And finally, this bill, H.R.
400, which will be discussed tomorrow
in the Subcommittee on Courts and In-
tellectual Property of the Committee
on the Judiciary, that bill does some-
thing else. | just thought | would drop
this idea in on everybody. How about
the idea of obliterating the entire pat-
ent system of the United States of
America? | mean people say, this Con-
gressman is just way off base. What is
he talking about? Obliterating the pat-
ent system? Right. He is just fooling us
now.

No, H.R. 400 would eliminate the pat-
ent office as we know it and as it has
been in place in our country since the
founding of our country. Since the U.S.
Constitution, we have had a patent of-
fice. Since the U.S. Constitution, there
have been patent rights for our people.
And do you know what? H.R. 400 would
eliminate the patent office, and turn it
into what? Turn it into a corporatized
entity. Corporatized? What does it
mean? Who is going to be in control of
this corporation? Are foreigners going
to be allowed to be on the board of di-
rectors? What are the rights of the peo-
ple who work for the patent office, this
new corporatized entity? Who knows?
Who knows?

Now if you have a bill that contains
such nonsense as publishing our secrets
so that our adversaries are going to
have every detail of our new tech-
nology secrets, and that is in the bill,
you got to wonder if they have much
more sense when they are talking
about recorporatizing this patent of-
fice.

Now, by the way, | happen to be a
conservative Republican. | believe in
free enterprise, and | believe in limited
government, and | believe basically in
privatization. People come up with pri-
vatization ideas, and | am always all
ears for that. But | would not think
about privatizing the court system, for
Pete’s sake. There are certain core
functions of government which our
Founding Fathers wanted. We would
not want our judicial rights to be just
put forth into some corporation that
we did not know who was going to run
it.

You know part of this corporate
power that they have got in H.R. 400
grants this new corporate entity the
right to borrow money in which, by the
way, we taxpayers would be responsible
to borrow money from the Federal
Treasury in order to build buildings
and anything else they want. We do not
have the right to prevent that from
happening.

I mean who is going to be in power
and, by the way, what we have done
then is what? The patent examiners
make decisions. We have had patent
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examiners for 200 years in our coun-
try’s history. The patent examiners
have to make the judicial-like deci-
sions as to who owns what. Well, in-
stead of being government employees
with a protection of government em-
ployees to prevent them from being in-
fluenced by the outside, under the new
corporate entity they will not have the
same protections, they will not have
the patent, the patent examiners will
not have the same protections as they
have had, so how do we know that they
are going to have the same diligence?
How do we know that there would not
be pressure on them from the outside?

H.R. 400, the Steal American Tech-
nologies Act, puts America in jeopardy.
It puts the life-styles of our children in
jeopardy because our children 50 years
from now, or the next generation or
the generation after that, can wake up
and say: My goodness, did not America
used to be the technological leader?
Something has happened.

Yes, something will have happened.
It will have gone through in the GATT
implementation legislation. There will
be, you know, little known agreements
made with the Japanese to make our
system like theirs, and all of a sudden
we will be different, things will change.

Let me ask you this. If the Wright
brothers would not have had the pro-
tection that they had, and all of a sud-
den Mitsubishi showed up on their
doorstep and said, our lawyers are
suing you for $10 million because we
have a patent that looks a little bit
like yours, that in fact we—certainly
we filed it, and we got it before you
were issued yours, and we find out, of
course, the Japanese got all the blue-
prints because it was published 18
months after they filed, and that was
actually before they were issued the
patent. So we have a huge company, a
foreign company on the doorstep of the
Wright brothers.

Now, what difference does that
make? Well, 1 will tell you if anybody
has any aerospace workers in their dis-
trict, | will tell you what difference it
makes. It makes the difference of hun-
dreds of thousands of high-paying jobs
in the United States of America today
versus those jobs in Japan. That is the
difference it makes. It means a stand-
ard of living for those people having
decent lives, taking care of their fami-
lies, building the churches and the
schools in our communities versus not
having those jobs because that tech-
nology now belongs to Japan and we
have to buy our technology from them.

These are the choices we are making
now. It is economic surrender in slow
motion, and it is done by people who
are very well-meaning, and let me say
that those people who are advocating
this in Congress basically are people
who believe that the United States has
to do its part to form a global econ-
omy, and that is one of the driving
forces that we are talking about here
today, the creation of a global econ-
omy. These people believe that it is all
right to diminish the rights of the
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American people in order to achieve a
global marketplace that will benefit all
of mankind, including the American
people.

Well, that is something, that is a mo-
tivating force that moves people along;
and | strongly, strongly disagree with
those who promote that concept. Many
times they will not come right out and
tell you, but that is what it is all
about, the globalization. They call it
harmonization with Japan, and really
it is globalization.

Now, there is all kinds of things that
we will be told, that actually our mo-
tive is to solve this or that problem.
No.

After a year and a half of hard work
last year, | happened to be on the floor
when Congresswoman Pat Schroeder
was on the floor, and | gave a speech
similar to this speech about patent
rights, and she was aghast because |
was saying how bad it would be and
what bad results it will have, and after
a year of having the people advocating
this bill claiming that the real purpose
was to correct this or that problem;
they call it submarine patenting, is a
problem they claim to want to solve
which in fact is nothing but a front,
nothing but a front in order to basi-
cally advocate something that is going
to have some very strong results in an-
other area and submarine patent prob-
lem can easily be solved, and it is a
minor problem that can easily be
solved, but they were saying that was
the real purpose why we have to de-
stroy the whole system.

Well, in fact Mrs. Schroeder, who was
not ready for a debate, just came right
out and said what her real intent was.
That bill, H.R. 3460, the Moorhead-
Schroeder bill, which is their H.R. 400
last year, is about making our patent
office uniform with both the one in Eu-
rope and the one in Japan. She came
right out and said it. That is the first
time anyone did come out and say it
because that had not been the party
line up until that point. But no matter
what people give you as their reason-
ing, there are very detrimental things
that are going to result from changing
the fundamental patent rights of the
American people.

The multinational corporations
whose loyalty is | do not know where,
are solidly behind H.R. 400 because
they want to create the global market-
place, even if it means that American
people are going to suffer. My bill,
which | turned in today, the legislation
| turned in today, puts the rights of the
American people first. We should not
think about harmonizing our law with
other countries by diminishing the
rights of our people. | do not care if it
is freedom of speech or freedom of reli-
gion or whatever it is.

This will be a hard-fought issue in
Congress. Basically major universities,
capital—and basically people who in-
vest in new inventions, the venture
capitalists and the small inventors are
working with me on legislation, on my
legislation, to make sure the rights of
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the American people are restored and
protected and that the patent office re-
mains an efficient and well run part of
the U.S. Government and that those
people, those patent examiners, are
protected from outside influences and
are guaranteed their civil service pro-
tections.

On the other hand, you have people
in the electronics industry who basi-
cally do not believe—they think that
things are moving so fast anymore, the
patent system has just become a big
pain, and they do not really like it
anymore, and they are stealing from
each other right and left, and the
American electronics industry is doing
everything they can to eliminate the
guaranteed patent term, and those are
the major big companies that are sup-
porting H.R. 400. There are also some
major biotech companies that are sup-
porting my legislation, like Amgem
and some biotech companies on the
other side that have felt the pressure
from international corporations in
other countries.

We have some people on the other
side who honestly believe, as | say, in
globalization. These major corpora-
tions basically believe that if we have
a global economy, they will be able to
do business. Our universities, our in-
ventors and our venture capitalists are
on the other side of this battle. It will
be fought and it will be fierce.

The factor that will make the dif-
ference is whether or not the American
people get involved themselves. If it is
left up to the lobbyists who are hired
by the international corporations and
by other countries, the lobbyists that
flood through these halls in order to
try to push Congress in one direction
or the other, the American people will
see this right diminished, and they will
see other rights in the near future and
in the time ahead will also be jeopard-
ized if they do not get involved.

But Congress is still listening to the
American people. The American people
need to have their opinion on a strong
patent system. They need to know, the
Congressmen need to know, that they
should support the Rohrabacher patent
bill, the Patent Restoration Act, and
oppose the Steal American Tech-
nologies Act, H.R. 400. If the American
people speak up, their voice will be
heard louder and more clearly than
those of the paid lobbyists. But if peo-
ple do not contact their Congressmen,
this issue will be lost, and future gen-
erations will never know what hit
them. They will never know that for
200 years America had the strongest
patent protection in the world and we
were the technological leaders of the
world and then somebody sort of
changed the rules of the game, a
change that we did not even notice was
going on, and slowly but surely we
were no longer the technological lead-
ers of the world and America was not
No. 1, but America began to decline.

Is that not what happened? | can hear
people saying it right now. | can hear
our grandchildren and their children
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saying: Did we not used to invent ev-

erything? Did not that give America

the leverage we needed? Why is it that
our standard of living was going down
when it was always going up before?

Changing these laws will have dra-
matic consequences. We cannot expect
this Congress just to come to this deci-
sion on its own because the lobbyists
will be pushing in the wrong direction.
The American people must—their voice
must be heard. H.R. 400, the Steal
American Technologies Act, must be
eliminated, it must be defeated, and
the Patent Term Restoration Act, my
bill, Congressman ROHRABACHER’s bill,
should pass, and if we do, we can sit
and have faith in the future again be-
cause we can sit back and know we did
our part to ensure that the legal struc-
ture which served our country so well
for 200 years was maintained and that
when there was a brutal attack on that
legal structure, we stepped forward to
beat back the assault and to protect fu-
ture generations from loss.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to
join me in sponsoring my piece of legis-
lation, the Patent Term Restoration
Act, and to defeat H.R. 400, the Steal
American Technologies Act.

MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE JAPA-
NESE PATENT OFFICE AND THE UNITED
STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
Actions to be taken by Japan:

1. By July 1, 1995, the Japanese Patent Of-
fice (JPO) will permit foreign nationals to
fine patent applications in the English lan-
guage, with a translation into Japanese to
follow within two months.

2. Prior to the grant of a patent, the JPO
will permit the correction of translation er-
rors up to the time allowed for the reply to
the first substantive communication from
the JPO.

3. After the grant of a patent, the JPO will
permit the correction of translation errors
to the extent that the correction does not
substantially extend the scope of protection.

4. Appropriate fees may be charged by the
JPO for the above procedures.

Actions to be taken by the U.S.:

1. By June 1, 1994, the United States Patent
and Trademark Office (USPTO) will intro-
duce legislation to amend U.S. patent law to
change the term of patents from 17 years
from the date of grant of a patent for an in-
vention to 20 years from the date of filing of
the first complete application.

2. The legislation that the USPTO will in-
troduce shall take effect six months from the
date of enactment and shall apply to all ap-
plications filed in the United States there-
after.

3. Paragraph 2 requires that the term of all
continuing applications (continuations, con-
tinuations-in-part and divisionals), filed six
months after enactment of the above legisla-
tion, be counted from the filing date of the

earliest-filed of any applications invoked
under 35 U.S.C. 120.
WATARU ASOU,
Commissioner, Japa-

nese Patent Office.
BRUCE A. LEHMAN,

Assistant Secretary of
Commerce and Com-
missioner of Patents
and Trademarks,
United States Patent
and Trademark Of-
fice.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HILLEARY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PapPPAs, for 5 minutes, on Feb-
ruary 26.

Mr. SEssIONS, for 5 minutes, on Feb-
ruary 26.

Mr. GEKAS, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RANGEL) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BONIOR.

Mr. BERRY.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. CONDIT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.

Mr. DEUTSCH.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

Mr. BENTSEN.

Mr. SKELTON.

Mr. CLAY.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

Mrs. MEek of Florida.

Mr. TOWNS.

Mr. FATTAH.

Mr. LIPINSKI.

Mr. DELLUMS.

Mr. FILNER.

Mr. CARDIN.

Mr. HOYER.

Mr. KILDEE.

Mr. STARK.

Mr. KUCINICH.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HILLEARY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

Mr. PETRI.

Mr. RADANOVICH.

Mr. SESSIONS.

Mr. FORBES.

Mr. CRANE.

Mrs. MORELLA.

Mr. BILBRAY.

Mr. CANADY of Florida.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. DAvis of Virginia.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. PACKARD.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

Mr. MILLER of Florida.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ROHRABACHER) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. STEARNS.

Mr. BONIOR.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. CLEMENT.

Mr. BERMAN.

Mr. GINGRICH.

Mr. BLUMENAUER.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

Ms. NORTON.

Mr. WAXMAN.

Mr. POSHARD.
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Mr. FORD.
Mr. STARK.
Mrs. THURMAN.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 45 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 26, 1997,
at 1l a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1832. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Tomatoes Grown in
Florida; Assessment Rate [Docket No. FV96-
966-1 FIR] received February 14, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

1833. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense (Comptroller), Department of De-
fense, transmitting a report of a violation of
the Anti-Deficiency Act—Air Force viola-
tion, case number 95-02, which totaled
$43,170, occurred in the fiscal year 1988 mili-
tary construction, Air National Guard appro-
priation, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the
Committee on Appropriations.

1834. A letter from the Director, the Office
of Management and Budget, transmitting
the cumulative report on rescissions and de-
ferrals of budget authority as of February 1,
1997, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. No.
105-46); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

1835. A letter from the Principal Assistant
Deputy Under Secretary (Industrial Affairs
and Installations), Department of Defense,
transmitting the Commission’s final report
on alternative utilization of military facili-
ties, pursuant to Public Law 100-456, section
2819(b)(4) (102 Stat. 2120); to the Committee
on National Security.

1836. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s
“Major” final rule—Bank Holding Compa-
nies and Change in Bank Control (Regulation
Y) [Docket Nos. R-0935; R-0936] received Feb-
ruary 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1837. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting
OMB’s estimate of the amount of discre-
tionary new budget authority and outlays
for the current year, if any, and the budget
year provided by House Joint Resolution 25,
pursuant to Public Law 101-508, section
13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388-578); to the Committee
on the Budget.

1838. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting
Final Regulations—Research and Dem-
onstration Project and Rehabilitation Re-
search and Training Center, pursuant to 20
U.S.C. 1232(f) GEPA, section 437(f); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

1839. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting
Final Regulations—Projects With Industry,
pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f) GEPA, section
437(f); to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

1840. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s re-
port on the notice of final funding priorities
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for the research and demonstration project
and the rehabilitation research and training
centers, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(B); to
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

1841. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Pension and Welfare Benefits, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Class Exemption for the
Receipt of Certain Investment Services by
Individuals for Whose Benefit Individual Re-
tirement Accounts or Retirement Plans for
Self-Employed Individuals Have Been Estab-
lished or Maintained [Prohibited Trans-
action Exemption 97- ; Application D-09707]
received February 10, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

1842. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Employment Standards, Department of
Labor, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Technical Amendments of Rules Relat-
ing to Labor-Management Programs, Labor-
Management Standards, and Standards of
Conduct for Federal Sector Labor Organiza-
tions (RIN: 1215-AB16) received February 18,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

1843. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Energy, transmitting a report on the
progress made in carrying out a 5-year pro-
gram on the cofiring of natural gas with coal
in utility and industrial boilers, pursuant to
Public Law 102-486, section 2013(c) (106 Stat.
3060); to the Committee on Commerce.

1844. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control,
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Exemption from Im-
port and Export Requirements for Personal
Use (Drug Enforcement Administration)
[DEA Number 1461] (RIN: 1117-AA38) received
January 31, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1845. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, South Coast Air Quality Management
District and Yolo-Solano Air Quality Man-
agement District [CA-13-0027a; FRL-5688-2]
received February 18, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1846. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Final Interim Approval of Operating Permits
Program; Delegation of Section 112 Stand-
ards; State of Maine [AD-FRL-5689-6] re-
ceived February 18, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1847. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Petroleum Refineries [AD-FRL-5690-9] (RIN:
2060-AD94) received February 18, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

1848. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Pennsylvania Source-Specific
VOC and NOx RACT Determinations, and
1990 Base Year Emissions for One Source;
Correction [PA 083-4036a, PA 083-4037a, PA
069-4035a; FRL-5690-4] received February 18,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

1849. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
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tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation
Plans: Oregon [OR34-1-6136a, ORS51-7266a,
OR58-7273a; FRL-5680-3] received February
20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

1850. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Air Quality Im-
plementation Plans; Maryland; Control of
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from
Open Fires, ‘““Once-in, Always-in,”” and Defi-
nition for the Term ‘““‘Annual’” [MD040-3010a
and MDO048-3011a; FRL-5688-5] received Feb-
ruary 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1851. A letter from the Director of the Of-
fice of Regulatory Management and Informa-
tion, Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation
Plans: Washington [WA50-7123a; FRL-5692-8]
received February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1852. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Imple-
mentation of the Telecommunication Act of
1996: Telemessaging, Electronic Publishing,
and Alarm Monitoring Services [CC Docket
No. 96-152] received February 14, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

1853. A letter from the Chair, Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule—Standards for
Business Practices of Interstate Natural Gas
Pipelines [Docket No. RM96-1-003; Order No.
587-B] received February 20, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1854. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Iron-Containing Sup-
plements and Drugs: Label Warning State-
ments and Unit-Dose Packaging Require-
ments [Docket Nos. 91P-0186 and 93P-0306] re-
ceived February 18, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1855. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Exemp-
tion of Acquisition by Registered Public-
Utility Holding Companies of Securities of
Nonutility Companies Engaged in Certain
Energy-Related and Gas-Related Activities;
Exemption of Capital Contributions and Ad-
vances to Such Companies [Release No. 35-
26667; File No. S7-12-95] (RIN: 3235-AG46) re-
ceived February 18, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1856. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to the Taipei Economic
and Cultural Representative Office [TECRO]
in the United States for defense articles and
services (Transmittal No. 97-09), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1857. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the fiscal year 1996 report on
implementation of the support for East Eu-
ropean Democracy Act [SEED] Program,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 5474; to the Committee
on International Relations.

1858. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Removal of Commercial Communications
Satellites and Hot Section Technology from
State’s USML for Transfer to Commerce’s
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CCL [Public Notice] received February 19,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on International Relations.

1859. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
list of all reports issued or released in Janu-
ary 1997, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

1860. A letter from the General Counsel,
Administrative Conference of the United
States, transmitting a report of activities
under the Freedom of Information Act for
the calendar year 1994, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552(d); to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

1861. A letter from the Chair, Architectural
and Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board, transmitting the Board’s consolidated
semiannual report on activities of the in-
spector general, and the annual report under
the Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity
Act [FEMA] of 1982, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app.
(Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

1862. A letter from the Director, Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service, trans-
mitting the fiscal year 1996 annual report
under the Federal Managers’ Financial In-
tegrity Act [FMFIA] of 1982, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

1863. A letter from FOIA Administrator,
Office of the General Counsel, Legal Services
Corporation, transmitting a report of activi-
ties under the Freedom of Information Act
for the calendar year 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

1864. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting the semiannual report on
activities of the inspector general for the pe-
riod April 1, 1996, through September 30, 1996,
and the semiannual management report on
the status of audit followup for the same pe-
riod, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

1865. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting an
accounting statement covering Federal stew-
ardship property, investments, and respon-
sibilities that was recently recommended by
the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory
Board [FASAB] and approved in its entirety
by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
[OMB], and the Comptroller General, pursu-
ant to Public Law 101-576, section 307 (104
Stat. 2855); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

1866. A letter from the Director, Selective
Service System, transmitting a report of ac-
tivities under the Freedom of Information
Act for the calendar year 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

1867. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Civil Monetary
Penalty Inflation Adjustment [OST Docket
No. OST-97-2116] (RIN: 2105-AC63) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

1868. A letter from the Director, Office of
Government Relations, Smithsonian Institu-
tion, transmitting a copy of the annual Pro-
ceedings of the 105th Continental Congress of
the National Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution, pursuant to 36 U.S.C.
18b; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1869. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. Court of
Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, trans-
mitting an opinion of the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit
(No. 95-7189—United States of America, ex
rel. D.J. Findley versus FPC—Boron Employ-
ees’ Club, et al.); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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1870. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. Court of
Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, trans-
mitting an opinion of the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit
(No. 96-3014—United States of America ver-
sus Rasheed Adeshina ldowu); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1871. A letter from the Vice President for
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation [Amtrak], transmitting
the Corporation’s 1996 annual report, and fis-
cal year 1998 legislative report and grant re-
quest, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 548(a); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1872. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Hazardous Ma-
terials: Cargo Tank Motor Vehicles in Lique-
fied Compressed Gas Service; Interim Final
Rule (Research and Special Programs Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. RSPA-97-2133
(HM-225)] (RIN: 2137-AC97) received February
18, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1873. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Aerospatiale Model ATR42-3000
and ATR42-320 Series Airplanes (Federal
Aviation Administration [Docket No. 97-NM-
24-AD; Amdt. 39-9933; AD 97-04-09] (RIN: 2120-
AAG64) received February 20, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1874. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Raytheon Aircraft Company (for-
merly Beech Aircraft Corporation) Models
1900, 1900C, and 1900D Airplanes (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 97—
CE-06-AD; Amdt. 39-9937; AD 97-04-02] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received February 20, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1875. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Mitsubishi Heavy Industries,
Ltd., MU-2B Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 96-CE-45—
AD; Amdt. 39-9938; AD 97-04-13] (RIN: 2120-
AAG64) received February 20, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1876. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Model 4101 Airplanes
(Federal Aviation Administration) [Docket
No. 96-NM-97-AD; Amdt. 39-9917; AD 97-03-12]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1877. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Air Tractor, Inc. Models AT-802
and AT-802A Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 96-CE-48-AD;
Amdt. 39-9935; AD 97-04-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1878. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Fokker Model F28 Mark 0100 Se-
ries Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 95-NM-02-AD; Amdt. 39-
9915; AD 97-03-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1879. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
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the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A, SAAB
340B, and SAAB 2000 Series Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
96-NM-69-AD; Amdt. 39-9923; AD 97-03-18]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1880. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Time of Designation for Restricted Area R-
4305, Lake Superior, MN (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Airspace Docket No. 96—
AGL-16] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February
20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1881. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Big Rapids, MI, Roben-
Hood Airport [Airspace Docket No. 96-AGL-
25] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February 20,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1882. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Pinckneyville, IL,
Pinckneyville-Du Quoin Airport (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AGL-26] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1883. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Monticello, IN, White
County Airport (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Airspace Docket No. 96-AGL-21]
(RIN: 2120-AA66) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1884. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Apalachicola, FL (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Airspace
Docket No. 96-ASO0-35] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1885. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace; Mount Clemens, Ml (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Airspace
Docket No. 97-AGL-1] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1886. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace; Minot, ND (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Airspace Docket No.
97-AGL-3] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Feb-
ruary 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1887. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace; Shreveport Downtown Air-
port, LA (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Airspace Docket No. 97-ASW-01] (RIN: 2120-
AAG66) received February 20, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1888. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace; Blytheville, AR (Federal
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Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-ASW-29] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1889. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28804; Amdt. No. 1782]
(RIN: 2120-AA65) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1890. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28805; Amdt. No. 1783]
(RIN: 2120-AA65) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1891. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28803; Amdt. No. 1781]
(RIN: 2120-AA65) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1892. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Hazard, KY (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AS0-36] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1893. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Canadaigua, NY (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AEA-14] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1894. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Johnstown, NY (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AEA-16] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1895. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Stuart, VA (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AEA-15] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1896. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Sonora, TX (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-ASW-05] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1897. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Rolla, ND, Rolla Munici-
pal Airport (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Airspace Docket No. 96-AGL-23] (RIN:
2120-AA66) received February 20, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
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1898. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Carrington, ND,
Carrington Municipal Airport (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Airspace Docket No.
96-AGL-20] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Feb-
ruary 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1899. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; New Lisbon, WI,
Mauston-New Lisbon Union Airport (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AGL-22] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1900. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Eglin AFB, FL (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96-AS0-34] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received
February 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1901. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Deland, FL (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Airspace Docket No.
96-AS0-30] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received Feb-
ruary 20, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1902. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op-
eration Regulations; Passaic River, New Jer-
sey (U.S. Coast Guard) [CGD01-95-171] (RIN:
2115-AEA47) received February 20, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1903. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Lifesaving
Equipment (U.S. Coast Guard) [CGD 84-069]
(RIN: 2115-AB72) received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1904. A letter from the Commissioner of So-
cial Security, Social Security Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
report on demonstration projects with re-
spect to alternative methods of promoting
vocational rehabilitation [VR] and helping
Social Security disability insurance [DlI]
beneficiaries return to work, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 1310 note; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1905. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Medical, Dental,
Etc. Expenses [Rev. Rul. 97-9] received Feb-
ruary 14, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1906. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Estate and Gift Tax
Marital Deduction [TD 8714] (RIN: 1545-AU81)
received February 18, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1907. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Estate and Gift Tax
Marital Deduction [REG-209830-96] (RIN:
1545-AU27) received February 18, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

1908. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Changes in Account-
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ing Period and In Methods of Accounting
[Rev. Proc. 97-18] received February 20, 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1909. A letter from the Chief of Staff, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s ““Major”’ final rule—Cy-
cling Payment of Social Security Benefits
[20 CFR Part 404] (RIN: 0960-AE31) received
February 14, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1910. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s report
entitled ““Certification of Lands to Which In-
dian Water Rights Are Appurtenant That
Are Participating in the Uintah Unit of the
Central Utah Project,” pursuant to Public
Law 102-575, section 211 (106 Stat. 4625); joint-
ly, to the Committees on Appropriations and
Resources.

1911. A letter from the Director, Congres-
sional Budget Office, transmitting the Of-
fice’s report on ‘‘Unauthorized Appropria-
tions and Expiring Authorizations” by the
Congressional Budget Office as of January
15, 1997, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 602(f)(3); jointly,
to the Committees on the Budget and Appro-
priations.

1912. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on allocation of funds
the executive branch intends to make avail-
able from funding levels established in the
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1997,
as enacted in Public Law 104-208, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2413(a); jointly, to the Committees
on International Relations and Appropria-
tions.

1913. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled ““Military Bene-
ficiaries Medicare Reimbursement Model
Project Act of 1997"’; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, National Security,
and Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIlII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 624. A bill to amend the Armored Car
Industry Reciprocity Act of 1993 to clarify
certain requirements and to improve the
flow of interstate commerce (Rept. 105-6).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SCHUMER (by request):

H.R. 810. A bill to deter and punish serious
gang and violent crime, promote account-
ability in the juvenile justice system, pre-
vent juvenile and youth crime, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. HUN-
TER, Mr. FORBES, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BARR of Georgia,
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Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BURr-
TON of Indiana, Mr. CALVERT, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. Cox of
California, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, MTr.
DAvis of Virginia, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HAN-
SEN, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. MASCARA, Mr. NEY, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. PAUL, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SANFORD,
Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. SMITH of Michigan,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WAMP, and Ms.
WATERS):

H.R. 811. A bill to restore the term of pat-
ents and to provide for the publication of
patent applications; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. TRAFICANT):

H.R. 812. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, to enable the Patent and Trade-
mark Office to improve the integrity of the
U.S. patent system and to further ensure the
validity of U.S. patents, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mr. RILEY, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
EVERETT, and Mr. STUMP):

H.R. 813. A bill to amend the National
Highway System Designation Act of 1995 to
prohibit the Secretary of Transportation
from requiring States to use the metric sys-
tem with respect to designing, advertising,
or preparing documents for Federal-aid high-
way projects; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER:

H.R. 814. A bill to prevent children from in-
juring themselves with firearms; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
STARK, Mr. DAvis of Virginia, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mr. POMEROY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mrs. MEeek of Florida,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. NOR-
WOoOoD, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. FROST, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. GANSKE)

H.R. 815. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, the Public Health Service
Act, the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974, and titles XVIII and XIX of
the Social Security Act to assure access to
emergency medical services under group
health plans, health insurance coverage, and
the Medicare and Medicaid programs; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Commerce, and
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. CASTLE:

H.R. 816. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed-
eral funds for certain amenities and personal
comforts in the Federal prison system; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH (for herself, Mr.
YouNnG of Alaska, Mr. BoB SCHAFFER,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. HiLL, and Mr.
RADANOVICH):

H.R. 817. A bill to require the appointment
of the Chief of the Forest Service by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. CONDIT (for himself,
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. FOGLIETTA):

H.R. 818. A bill to require that employees
who participate in cash or deferred arrange-
ments are free to determine whether to be

Mr.
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invested in employer real property and em-
ployer securities, and if not, to protect such
employees by applying the same prohibited
transaction rules that apply to traditional
defined benefit pension plans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

H.R. 819. A bill to require annual, detailed
investment reports by plans with qualified
cash or deferred arrangements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R. 820. A bill to amend title XXVII of the
Public Health Service Act to establish stand-
ards for protection of consumers in managed
care plans and other health insurance cov-
erage; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 821. A bill to provide for an increase in
the supplemental security insurance benefit
standard for long-term care recipients based
on the cost of living adjustment; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington:

H.R. 822. A bill to facilitate a land ex-
change involving private land within the ex-
terior boundaries of Wenatchee National
Forest in Chelan County, WA; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. HILLEARY:

H.R. 823. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reinstate the airport and
airway trust fund excise taxes and to sus-
pend the 4.3-cent general revenue portion of
such taxes during the reinstatement period;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HYDE:

H.R. 824. A bill to redesignate the Federal
building located at 717 Madison Place, NW.,
in the District of Columbia, as the ‘““Howard
T. Markey National Courts Building’’; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. FROST, Mr. STARK, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Ms. PELOSI, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. Ro-
MERO-BARCELO, and Mr. JEFFERSON):

H.R. 825. A bill to require the Attorney
General to promulgate regulations relating
to gender-related persecution, including fe-
male genital mutilation, for use in determin-
ing an alien’s eligibility for asylum or with-
holding of deportation; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. NEY (for himself, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. HoBsoN, and Mr. Fox of Penn-
sylvania):

H.R. 826. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide specific penalties for
taking a firearm from a Federal law enforce-
ment officer; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 827. A bill to provide for nuclear disar-
mament and economic conversion in accord-
ance with the District of Columbia Initiative
Measure No. 37 of 1993; to the Committee on
National Security, and in addition to the
Committee on International Relations, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FATTAH:

H.R. 828. A bill to require States to equal-
ize funding for education throughout the
State; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. OLVER:

H.R. 829. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
to prohibit executive agencies from awarding
contracts that contain a provision allowing
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for the acquisition by the contractor, at
Government expense, of certain equipment
or facilities to carry out the contract, if the
principal purpose of such provision is to in-
crease competition by establishing an alter-
native source of supply for property or serv-
ices; to the Committee on Government re-
form and Oversight.

By Mr. PETRI:

H.R. 830. A bill to amend chapter 35 of title
44, United States Code, popularly known as
the Paperwork Reduction Act, to require
that collections of information that ask a re-
spondent to specify a racial classification or
ethnic classification from among a list of
classifications shall provide an opportunity
for the respondent to specify, respectively,
“multiracial’ or “multiethnic’’; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-

sight.
By Mr. REGULA (for himself, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr.
HANSEN):

H.R. 831. A bill to provide for the retroces-
sion of the District of Columbia to the State
of Maryland, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. STEARNS:

H.R. 832. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for a program of re-
search and education regarding menopause
and related conditions; to the Committee on
Commerce.

H.R. 833. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a study regarding
Fort King, FL; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina:

H.R. 834. A bill to permit the current re-
funding of certain tax-exempt bonds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. THURMAN (for herself, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Ms. BRowN of Flor-
ida, Mr. Goss, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
BoyD, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and
Mr. McCoLLUM):

H.R. 835. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to improve the Federal
medical assistance percentage used under
the Medicaid Program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. FORBES:

H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a
postage stamp should be issued in recogni-
tion of the services rendered by this Nation’s
volunteer firefighters; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado
(for himself, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
MCINNIS, and Mr. BOB SCHAFFER):

H. Con. Res. 25. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for acceptance of a statute of Jack
Swigert, presented by the State of Colorado,
for placement in National Statuary Hall, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Oversight.

By Mr. SHIMKUS:

H. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to the treatment of Social Security
under any constitutional amendment requir-
ing a balanced budget; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. BLILEY:

H. Res. 74. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Com-
merce in the 105th Congress; to the Commit-
tee on House Oversight.

By Mr. GOODLING:

H. Res. 75. Resolution providing amounts
for the expenses of the Committee on Edu-
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cation and the Workforce in the 105th Con-
gress; to the Committee on House Oversight.
By Mr. PORTER:

H. Res. 76. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives concerning
the human rights situation in the People’s
Republic of China as it relates to China’s po-
sition in the international community and
encouraging the United States, in conjunc-
tion with other members of the U.N. Com-
mission on Human Rights, to work with
China to promote the improvement of human
rights; to the Committee on International
Relations.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

20. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Sen-
ate of the State of New Hampshire, relative
to Senate Resolution No. 1: recognizing the
contributions and accomplishments of Paul
E. Tsongas, former U.S. Senator; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

21. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of South Dakota, relative to Senate
Resolution No. 2: urging the passage of a bal-
anced budget amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 14: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. SKELTON, Mr.
GRAHAM, and Mr. LucAs of Oklahoma.

H.R. 17: Mr. ACKERMAN and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE.

H.R. 18: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. FORBES, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. MURTHA,
Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. FAzio of California, and Mr. TAL-
ENT.

H.R. 21: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. CAMP-
BELL.

H.R. 40: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. THOMPSON.

H.R. 41: Mr. BAKER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. Fox
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 45: Mr. NADLER and Mr. ANDREWS.

H.R. 54: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. BROwWN of California, and Mr.
HEFLEY.

H.R. 58: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. LucAs of Okla-
homa, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. PEASE, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 69: Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. NORTON, and
Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 96: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 127: Mr. MASCARA, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
EHRLICH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, and Mrs. FOWLER.

H.R. 141: Mr. DELLUMS and Ms. MCCARTHY
of Missouri.

H.R. 165: Mr. OLVER, Mr. HALL of Texas,

Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. HORN, Mr.
FRoOST, Mrs. Meek of Florida, and Mr. JEF-
FERSON.

H.R. 166: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
OBERSTAR, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 167: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
OBERSTAR, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 168: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr.

OBERSTAR, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 180: Ms. BRowN of Florida.

H.R. 218: Mr. BAKER, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
Fox of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 235: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, and Mr. SAXTON.
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H.R. 292: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BAR-
ToN of Texas, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. BoNO, Mr. BE-
REUTER, and Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 297: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
ENGEL, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 298: Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 301: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. ENGEL, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 304: Ms. BROwWN of Florida, Ms. FURSE,
Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mr. JEFFERSON.

H.R. 338: Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 339: Mr. SANDLIN and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 367: Mr. GREEN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
GILLMOR, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 400: Mr. HYDE, Mr. SMITH of Oregon,
Mr. LAHooD, and Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 407: Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
FROST, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Mr. BROwWN of Ohio, Mr. STARK, Ms.
EsHOO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. McHALE, and Mr.
CONYERS.

H.R. 426: Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. COBURN, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
PEASE, and Mr. FARR of California.

H.R. 437: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. PALLONE, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. MANTON, Mr. LAzIO of New York,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. FROST, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. RIGGS, Mr.
WALSH, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. GREEN, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. QUINN, Mr. KLUG, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. GoOss, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. HORN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. SPENCE, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Mrs. MEek of Florida, and Mr.
LATOURETTE.

H.R. 446: Mr. METCALF, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. MORAN
of Virginia.

H.R. 469: Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 475: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 491: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, and Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania.
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H.R. 493: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.

H.R. 498: Mr. THOMPSON and Mr. COYNE.

H.R. 500: Mr. McNuLTY, Ms. RIVERS, and
Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 551: Mr. VENTO, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SABO,
and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 552: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington,
Mr. BORsKI, Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MORELLA, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 553: Mr. WALSH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HEF-
NER, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. KIND of Wisconsin,
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 556: Mr. RuUsH, Ms. NORTON, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. FRoOST, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 558: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 586: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. CASTLE, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. MATSuUI,
Mr. METCALF, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, and Mr. THOMP-
SON.

H.R. 600: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. SABO.

H.R. 616: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. GANSKE, Mr.
FORD, Mr. NEY, Ms. BRowN of Florida, Mr.
CONDIT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, MTr.
GREEN, and Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 635: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. KLECZKA, and
Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 651: Ms. DUNN of Washington.

H.R. 652: Ms. DUNN of Washington.

H.R. 673: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 676: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. LAFALCE, Ms.
CHRISTIAN-GREEN, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 680: Mr. LUTHER.

H.R. 685: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Mr. RusH, and Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina.

H.R. 688: Mr. LAHoOD, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. JONES,
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. CAMP, and Mr.
RuUSH.

H.R. 748: Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 756: Mr. KASICH, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. Ro-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. RAHALL.
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H.R. 758: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. TALENT,
PAUL, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
McCoLLUM, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. RAMSTAD,
BRADY, Mr. CANNON, Mr. WATKINS, and
HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 786: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. JONES, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. ETHERIDGE,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. CoBLE, and Mr. LEwis of
Georgia.

H.R. 789: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 790: Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 791: Mr. BOSWELL.

H.R. 799: Mrs. CHENOWETH.

H.J. Res. 1: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. COMBEST,
Mr. COLLINS, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GOODLING,
Mr. HOBSON, and Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H.J. Res. 9: Ms. DELAURO.

H.J. Res. 54: Mr. BRADY, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. LAz10 of New
York, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SUNUNU, and
Mr. THUNE.

H.J. Res. 55:
HILLEARY.

H. Con. Res. 8: Mr. MILLER of California,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. HORN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. CANADY of
Florida, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MICA, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. KLUG, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
PORTMAN, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. RoO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. DEUTSCH.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. FAzio of California,
Mr. GooDE, Mr. Dicks, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. MANTON, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
HAMILTON, Mr. GREEN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma, Mr. WATTS
of Oklahoma, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MURTHA,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
POSHARD, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ADAM
SMITH of Washington, Mr. BEREUTER, and Ms.
VELAZQUEZ.

H. Res. 22: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. HORN, and Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H. Res. 23: Mr. METCALF.

H. Res. 48: Mr. BALDAccI and Mr. DAvis of
Virginia.

H. Res. 64: Mr. PETRI and Mr. MINGE.

Mr. MCINTOSH and Mr.
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The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, You have told us that
to whom much is given, much shall be
required. Today we thank You that
You also have shown us that from
whom much is required, much will be
given. You never ask us to do more
than You will provide the strength to
accomplish. That’s really good news,
Father. Today is filled with problems
to be solved and issues to be resolved.
It is awesome to realize that You seek
to do Your work through us. Help us to
remember that this is Your Nation,
and that we are here to serve You.
Grant the Senators a special measure
of Your wisdom for the challenges of
this day. May they experience Your
presence and receive Your guidance. In-
vade their minds with reignited convic-
tion that they are chosen and called by
You and fill their hearts with renewed
courage to lead with vision and bold-
ness. This is Your day Lord; show the
way. Amen.

———

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report the unfinished busi-
ness.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 1) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require a balanced budget.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 8, to require that the
outlay and receipt totals of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance and the Federal
Disability Insurance Trust Funds not be in-
cluded as a part of the budget totals.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

Senate

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee is recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on behalf
of the majority leader, I announce
today that the Senate will resume con-
sideration of Senator REID’s amend-
ment to Senate Joint Resolution 1, the
balanced budget amendment. Debate is
expected throughout the day on this
amendment, with the vote occurring on
or in relation to the Reid amendment
at 6 p.m. today.

By previous agreement, at 2:10 p.m.
today, the Senate will begin 5 minutes
of closing remarks, followed by a roll-
call vote on adoption of House Joint
Resolution 36, the resolution regarding
U.N. population control.

On Wednesday, the 26th, the Senate
will debate Senator FEINSTEIN’S amend-
ment from 9 a.m. to 11 a.m. Following
the vote at 11 a.m. on or in relation to
the Feinstein amendment, Senator
TORRICELLI will be recognized to offer
an amendment relating to capital
budgeting. Senator TORRICELLI’S
amendment is limited to 3 hours of de-
bate.

I also remind Senators that on
Thursday, February 27, at 10 a.m.,
there will be a joint meeting of Con-
gress for an address by His Excellency
Eduardo Frei, President of Chile. Mem-
bers are asked to meet in the Senate
Chamber at 9:40 a.m. to proceed as a
group to the joint meeting.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

AMENDMENT NO. 8

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The pending question is
amendment No. 8, offered by the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID]. The time
between now and 12:30 is equally di-
vided and controlled in the usual form.

Who yields time?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, unless my
friend from Utah feels differently, I ask

unanimous consent that we initiate a
quorum call and the time be charged
equally against the two managers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be allowed to speak for a few
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. REID. If I could interrupt my
friend from Wyoming, I ask that the
time of my friend from Wyoming be
charged against the manager of the un-
derlying amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the regular order.

The Senator is recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. I shall be brief.

Continuing with this important dis-
cussion on the balanced budget amend-
ment, I specifically, as was the case
with most of us, spent last week in our
home districts. I spent last week in
Wyoming at town meetings in places
like Sheridan, Buffalo, and Casper, to
talk about what people think about
what is happening here.

Of course, the balanced budget was
one of the prime issues there, and con-
tinues to be. I think people are increas-
ingly concerned about our lack of fi-
nancial fiscal responsibility, of having
28 years without balancing the budget,
of continuing to have a government
that grows in size, continuing to spend
more than we take in. I was persuaded,
certainly from those who came to my
town meetings, from those I talked to
who say, ‘‘Look, you need to get this
job done.” They say, ‘“You all collec-
tively in Washington have been saying
every year, yes, we will balance the
budget, I want to balance the budget.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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You have not done it. You have not
done it.” Now they continue to say,
“Well, we do not need a constitutional
amendment. We just need to balance
the budget.”” We have not done it. Even
those who have been here for a very
long time and have gone through this
whole thing have not balanced the
budget.

The idea you do not need to do some-
thing rings a bit hollow to people at
home. The Wyoming Legislature is cur-
rently meeting. Wyoming has a con-
stitutional requirement that the legis-
lature not spend more than it takes in.
It works very well. We will have, I
think, certainly a series of amend-
ments, all of which are designed to
simply detract from what we are seek-
ing to do, all of which are designed to
give an option and an opportunity to
not vote for a constitutional amend-
ment, to say, ‘“Well, I am for it,
but—"> We have been through that be-
fore. We will see that again today. ‘I
am for it, but . . .” *“. . . but we do not
want Social Security included.”

Now, we like the President’s budget,
we are moving toward it. Is Social Se-
curity in there? You bet it is. You bet
it is. And it would not balance without.
It does not balance as it is. So we are
moving toward continuing to have an
unbalanced budget in this President’s
proposal.

I feel even renewed, Mr. President, in
my quest for a balanced budget amend-
ment, having been home, having talked
to people who say, “We do not want
more and more spending. We do not
want more and more of a central gov-
ernment.” Really, when it comes down
to it, that is the decision. That is real-
ly what it is. Those who want to see
Government continue to grow larger,
obviously are not for a balanced budget
amendment. Those of us who think
that the real message over the last
number of years from home has been,
look, we want less central Government,
we want less spending, we want less
taxes, those kinds of activities that
can, should be moved to the States,
and that is really the core issue. That
is really what it is all about.

I am hopeful we will continue this de-
bate this week and have a chance to fi-
nally vote, have a chance to pass a con-
stitutional amendment, have a chance
to have the discipline that is required
to do the things that everybody says
they want to do and have it done.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. REID. Would my friend withhold
his call for a quorum?

Mr. THOMAS. Sure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the record
is quite clear. The issue on the bal-
anced budget amendment is quite nar-
row. The issue is whether or not we
should balance the budget using the
Social Security surplus.

The arguments always are, ‘“Well, we
have been doing it in the past.” That is
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my whole premise. Why should we con-
tinue to do it in the future and en-
shrine it in the Constitution? I say no.
I say if we are going to balance the
budget, we should do it the right way,
the hard way, the honest way, and not
include in the calculations to arrive at
a balanced budget the Social Security
surpluses.

We have a number of amendments,
and just speaking for this Senator, I
have not supported any of the other
amendments to the underlying amend-
ment. I want my focus to be very clear.
Even though I think when statements
are made, as was made by my friend
from Wyoming, that my State balances
its budget, the fact is they really do
not. The fact is that States have their
capital expenditures off budget,
through their bonding process. The
State of Nevada does this, as do the
vast majority of the other States. That
is how they balance their budget. They
simply exclude the costs of building
construction and other long-term cap-
ital expenditures. Even though there
will be an attempt to amend the under-
lying matter now before this body with
a capital expenditure budget, even
though I think that makes some sense,
I will not support that. My emphasis,
my concerns are about the permanent
misuse of the Social Security trust
fund if my amendment is defeated. I
have made that very clear.

As I spoke yesterday, Social Security
is a program we have had for 60-plus
yvears. It was a program for dealing
with old age, principally. It was not a
giveaway. It was not a handout. It is a
program that is given to people when
they reach age 62 or 65, whatever eligi-
bility might be for that particular per-
son. It is done without any means test-
ing. Why? Because people have paid
into a Social Security trust fund for
purposes of having those moneys set
aside when they get old. An employer
pays in, an employee pays in. It is now
about 13 percent of every dollar they
earn that is paid into the trust fund for
their future years.

As I indicated, trust funds, whether
handled by an insurance fiduciary or a
lawyer, must be treated very carefully.
There are definitions in any dictionary
about what a trust fund is. It is ‘“‘as-
sured reliance on the character, abil-
ity, strength or truth of someone or
something; one in which confidence is
placed; reliance on future payment for
property held by one for the benefit of
another; something committed or en-
trusted for one to be used or cared for
in the interest of another.” This is how
Webster defines it. That being the case,
Mr. President, it seems to me it is un-
fair that we use Social Security trust
fund moneys for purposes other than
for which they were collected.

It is a trust. It is an agreement be-
tween the Federal Government of the
United States and its workers. We hold
these moneys in trust in the interest of
the American people. They should not
be used for some other purpose. They
should not be used for foreign aid. They
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should not be used for any other pur-
pose. They should be used only for the
old-age recipients. I believe Social Se-
curity is a binding contract between
the U.S. Government and the American
people. We should not violate that.

The fact that we have been using
those moneys in the past for other pur-
poses does not mean we should con-
tinue to do it. I think we should bal-
ance the budget, but we should do it in
the right way, the fair way, the honest
way, by excluding the Social Security
trust fund moneys.

In 1983, a commission headed by Alan
Greenspan advised raising payroll
taxes, with the end of achieving long-
term actuarial balance, and hence to
ensure that we are prepared for the re-
tirement of the baby boomers. Con-
gress voted to raise the payroll con-
tribution made by workers because
these funds are not ordinary taxes but
are rather unique moneys contributed
to the trust fund that deserve our spe-
cial consideration and protection.

In 1990, the Senate, understanding
the need to protect these Social Secu-
rity funds, voted 98-2 to pull it out of
the unified budget, showing our inter-
est in protecting Social Security trust
funds from misuse. The present chair-
man of the Budget Committee, the sen-
ior Senator from New Mexico, said at
that time that he reluctantly voted for
this amendment, and his reluctance
was that it wasn’t strong enough. He
felt that these moneys should be set
aside and not used to offset the deficit.

I appeal to everyone to review the
statement made by a person that I be-
lieve understands money about as well
as anybody in this body. The under-
lying balanced budget amendment
would effectively overturn the 1990 de-
cision to place Social Security off
budget and would undermine what then
the senior Senator from New Mexico
said.

Last year, this body went on record
again with a huge vote, pledging we
would not raise or cut Social Security
in order to balance the budget. Did
that vote mean anything? It didn’t
mean much, because we are in the
process now of using surpluses this
year to again balance the budget.
These votes, the one in 1990 and the one
last year, demonstrate the unique posi-
tion Social Security holds, as well as
our commitment to the American peo-
ple to protect this trust fund that we
have set up. It is our obligation to do
everything in our power to protect the
Social Security trust fund.

It is no different than when any at-
torney in the United States takes a cli-
ent’s money and puts it into a fund.
They cannot use that money for any
purpose other than for the client. We
can’t pay personal expenses. To do so
would cause the attorney to lose his or
her license. The balanced budget
amendment, without an express exemp-
tion, places Social Security in serious
danger.

So, Mr. President, I believe that we
need to step back and understand what
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a simple message this is. My amend-
ment would simply disallow Social Se-
curity trust fund moneys from being
used to offset the deficit. That seems
fair. If we want to balance the budget,
let’s do it the right way. The easy way
is to use the Social Security moneys.
People are running around pounding
their chests about what strong people
they are for taking Social Security
money to balance the budget. That is
the easy way. If you really want to bal-
ance the budget in 2002, have a real,
honest balanced budget, do it the hard
way, not the easy way, and take—this
year, $80 billion—that money to mask
the deficit. People ask, what would we
do? We would have to either cut ex-
penses or raise taxes. That is the only
way it can be done—not to circumvent
what I think is the clear intent of the
Social Security law, that we should not
use Social Security surpluses to bal-
ance the budget.

So, in short, Mr. President, I think
we should pass a balanced budget that
isn’t a gimmick. It should be a straight
on, tough, hard procedure. We should
balance the budget without using these
huge surpluses in Social Security. We
have the President of the TUnited
States, among others, including the
Congressional Research Service and
the Center for Budget and Policy Re-
view, who say that if this underlying
amendment passes, the courts will be
deciding what should be cut and wheth-
er Social Security gets paid.

So the constitutionally permitted
raiding of the trust fund would be dev-
astating to current and future bene-
ficiaries and would undermine con-
fidence in this Nation’s most successful
Government program. I believe Social
Security must be viewed as one leg of
a three-legged stool, Mr. President.
You should have, in addition to Social
Security, private pensions and savings.
However, 50 percent of all Americans
do not have pension protection. Hence,
they rely on Social Security checks as
the mainstay of their income in their
later years. Letters come in to me
daily from seniors in Nevada saying
that, without Social Security checks,
they would be destitute. They plead
with me—and I am sure with others—to
protect Social Security. Current polls
have shown that young people are con-
cerned about Social Security, and well
they should be when people are trying
to use their moneys to mask the def-
icit.

A nationwide poll showed that al-
most 75 percent of the American public
do not want a balanced budget if Social
Security surpluses are used to balance
the budget. Misuse of Social Security
trust funds moneys must stop. If we are
going to balance the budget, let’s do it
the right way. Let’s protect Social Se-
curity trust funds, as well as the trust
of the American worker. In the lan-
guage of the honorable senior Senator
from New Mexico on June 10, 1990, “We
need a firewall around those trust
funds to make sure that the reserves
are there to pay Social Security bene-
fits in the next century.”
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It could not be said better, because
this amendment I have offered does
provide that firewall that my friend,
the senior Senator from New Mexico,
the present chairman of the Budget
Committee, said was necessary.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
it is useful for us to talk a little bit
about the relatively little debate that
goes on here. I think it is appropriate
to talk a little about that. I know my
friend from Nevada, whom I respect
greatly, is sincere in his view. But I
don’t agree with what he has had to
say. That is what this is all about. So
I think we ought to talk about a com-
bined budget, and talk a little bit
about off-budget kinds of things.
Again, my experience comes from Wyo-
ming. The Wyoming Legislature has
control over about 30 percent of the
budget. All the rest of it is earmarked
off to other things. I don’t think that is
a good idea or a good way to legislate.

Let me, first of all, say that, natu-
rally, if you want to sell a point, you
try and get some Kkind of an emotional
thing to say like ‘‘save Social Secu-
rity.” There is not a soul in this place
that doesn’t want to protect Social Se-
curity. We are not talking about pro-
tecting Social Security. We are talking
about the best way to protect Social
Security. Two years from now, when
the Social Security revenues have
changed substantially, you are going to
have it more protected by having it as
part of the budget than you will by
having it sit off by itself.

Let me talk about this idea of spend-
ing it somewhere else. I presume my
friend from Nevada would want to in-
vest those surplus dollars so they
would have some return to the Social
Security fund. They are invested. They
are invested in Government securities.
They are invested where the law re-
quires they be invested. It is not a mat-
ter of spending Social Security funds
for other things. The fact is, when we
have a deficit in the operating fund of
the Government, we have to sell securi-
ties. They can sell them to Social Se-
curity, to Japan, to me, or to you. Nev-
ertheless, we are using borrowed
money. It is borrowed from the Social
Security fund. This idea that you are
spending it on something else is abso-
lutely false. They are invested. They
are protected.

Now, he wants to balance the budget
without it. All that takes is $700 billion
of new money. Impossible. You can’t do
that. You just can’t do that. We ought
to have a combined budget, and will we
be responsible for Social Security? Of
course. Those funds get paid in for that
purpose. They will be repaid. They
have to be repaid to somebody.

So this is a difference of view, and I
understand that. But the idea that we
take this off budget and set it aside
and pass the balanced budget amend-
ment is, of course, just not the case.
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The courts will decide. Again, we have
lots and lots of States that have a bal-
anced budget amendment. Do the
courts decide? No, of course not. If the
courts are going to come into play,
they say to the legislative body, ‘“You
have overspent, and you have to find a
way to reduce it.”” And there is nothing
particularly wrong with that.

So, Mr. President, I just want to say
again this sort of scare tactic that
somehow if you are included in there,
you are going to forget having it, not
think it is important to have Social
Security protected, is a fallacy, simply
a fallacy. And I just think that we
ought to challenge those kinds of com-
ments. It is a little like what happened
last year in the election, that the Re-
publicans were going to do away with
Medicare. Well, that is not true. The
fact is if you do not make some
changes in these programs, they will
not exist. Just to say leave your hands
off of it, leave it alone, is sure death
for these kinds of programs.

So we have a dilemma, and we solve
it. We have talked about it for a very
long time. It is time we move forward
and make some decisions that will put
us in a financially strong position, that
will make us financially responsible
and will include in a combined budget
all those things that are there.

I guess we ought to take the highway
trust fund off; we ought to take the
airport trust fund off; we ought to take
off everything that has a designation.

No, we are not going to do that. We
are going to use the emotional issue of
Social Security to seek to kill an
amendment to the Constitution which
says the Congress ought to exercise the
kind of responsibility that it ought to
exercise anyway and has not.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. My only statement to my
friend from Wyoming—I am happy to
see my western representative friend in
the Chamber—is if we have a unified
budget, why did we vote on more than
one occasion to take it off budget? So-
cial Security is not part of the unified
budget. And because we have violated
that, what we have done here on the
Senate floor and in the House does not
make it right. I believe the highway
trust fund should be taken off budget.
I have offered legislation on this
floor—it is pending right now—saying
we ought to spend money in the high-
way trust fund.

The reason we are talking about the
Social Security trust fund is just like
Willie Sutton; when he was asked why
he robbed banks, he said, ‘“That’s
where the money is.”” Social Security
is where the bucks are. There is very
little money in the highway trust fund
on a comparable basis to Social Secu-
rity. So that is why we are protecting
Social Security.

Emotional? Yes, it is emotional. It is
emotional because people like my
friend, Helen Collins, from Nevada
said:
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I have been a widow since age 21. I never
considered applying for any kind of welfare
assistance. I worked and raised and educated
my son. He got a master’s degree. Sad to say,
at age 71 I am totally on my own on quite a
limited budget. By being very careful, I get
by. However, I do worry about getting more
seriously ill and losing Social Security. For
many of us, these are not the golden years.
But I, for one, thank God that good people
like you are helping us maintain our dignity
and independence.

The underlined word, Mr. President,
is ““independence.”

So there are people who do consider
Social Security an emotional issue be-
cause it is emotional.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I yield such time as may
be consumed to my friend, the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would
like to begin by inquiring of the Sen-
ator from Nevada, Mr. REID, about his
perfecting amendment. My under-
standing of the perfecting amendment
as opposed to a substitute here—this is
a perfecting amendment—is that he
would amend the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget in a
way that prevents the counting of So-
cial Security receipts and expenditures
in that constitutional amendment to
balance the budget. Is that correct?

Mr. REID. That is absolutely true. It
is this Senator’s feeling, as well as the
sponsors, of which my friend from
North Dakota is one, that it is unfair
to balance the budget the easy way,
and that is to use these huge Social Se-
curity surpluses that we have had in
the past and that we will have in the
near future to offset the deficit. It is
not fair.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask the Senator from
Nevada one additional question. Why
Social Security? I suppose some would
say, well, there other areas that ought
to be excluded. The Social Security
area is one of the largest areas of pub-
lic spending and has had accrued sur-
pluses now available, needed to be
available for meeting the time when
the baby boom generation will retire.
So are there other programs like it? Or
is this the major issue that will have a
distorted impact if this constitutional
amendment as currently worded would
be enacted by Congress?

Mr. REID. While my friend was com-
ing to the floor, I made an analogy.
Willie Sutton, probably the most fa-
mous bank robber of all time, after he
was apprehended and in jail, was inter-
viewed, and they said—I do not know if
they called him ‘“Willie”’ or “Mr. Sut-
ton,” but they said, “Why did you rob
banks?’’ He was very succinct and to
the point. ‘“‘Because that’s where the
money was.”’
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And that is why they are doing what
they are doing here, I say to my friend.
They are going after Social Security
because that is where the money is.
There are huge surpluses in the Social
Security trust fund. There are other
trust funds but they are dribbles and
drabs compared with the $80 billion
this year alone. So they are going after
this money because that is where it is.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the answer the Senator from Ne-
vada has provided. He and I have
worked on this issue for some long
while, and I want to try to frame this
a little differently.

This debate is not about whether the
budget is balanced. This debate is
about whether the Constitution is al-
tered. This is a question of shall we
change the Constitution of the United
States? I am prepared to change the
Constitution of the United States
under certain conditions.

We have had a lot of goofy proposals
over time in this country to change the
Constitution. We have had proposals in
which there would be a President from
the North followed by a President from
the South. That was one proposal. Let
us make sure that the Presidency goes
from the northern part of the country
to the southern part of the country on
a rotating basis. That is one. Sound a
little strange today? Yes, I think so.
There have been thousands of proposals
to amend the Constitution.

We have a bunch of folks around here
who think that somehow they are bet-
ter than Madison, Mason, Franklin,
George Washington, and, yes, even
Thomas Jefferson, although Jefferson
was not in Philadelphia at the writing
of the Constitution. He was in Europe
at the time but contributed mightily
to the Bill of Rights, and especially the
first amendment. But we have folks
who think the Constitution is a rough
draft and that they ought to get a pen-
cil and eraser and every day make lit-
tle changes in the Constitution.

In the last session of Congress in 1
month we had three proposals which
came driving through here to change
the Constitution of the United States
by in some cases or in most cases peo-
ple who call themselves conservatives.
It is strange to me that those who call
themselves conservatives would be so
quick to alter the Constitution of the
United States but nonetheless there
are plenty of proposals to do so. This is
one.

Is there merit in altering the Con-
stitution to require a balanced budget?
I think so. I think the demonstration
of the lack of fiscal discipline is suffi-
cient over the last especially decade
and a half that there is merit in doing
so. If there is merit in doing so, why
should we not support any proposals
that come to the floor of the Senate to
change the Constitution? The answer is
because if we are going to alter the
Constitution let’s do it in the right
way. Let’s solve problems—not create
problems.

This constitutional amendment to
balance the budget is enormously
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flawed especially in one area as de-
scribed by the Senator from Nevada,
and that is the area of Social Security.
One of the largest programs in the Fed-
eral Government is Social Security. It
is not contributing one penny to the
Federal deficit. In fact, this year it will
have $70 to $80 billion more collected in
the program than is necessary to be
spent. Why? Because one of the few
sober things which was done in Wash-
ington in the 1980’s, in my judgment,
was the creation of a Social Security
commission which created rec-
ommendations which the Congress en-
acted which resulted in the accrual of
substantial savings year by year to be
used when the baby boomers retire
after the turn of the century.

If this constitutional amendment is
enacted by Congress and ratified by the
States, what will the impact be of that
on the Social Security savings that we
now have that are necessary to meet
the needs of the baby boomers after the
turn of the century? The impact will be
that they will be used as offsets
against other revenues, and you will
not have the savings. And in any event,
the Congressional Research Service
says that after the turn of the century
if you have the savings you couldn’t
use them unless you raised other taxes,
or cut other spending in a commensu-
rate amount.

The noise on the floor of the Senate
is interesting. We have folks who rush
to the floor to hold up this piece of
paper, or that piece of paper. On the
floor of the Senate, because we have a
doctrine of free speech and unlimited
speech, and recognition here that when
someone is recognized, even the newest
Member, they can be recognized and
stand and hold the floor until they are
mentally and physically exhausted. No
one can take it from them. The Senate
has worked that way since its incep-
tion for a couple of hundred years. It is
a wonderful institution but allows any-
body to come and say anything—any-
thing on the floor of the Senate. You
can hold up this piece of paper and say,
“I have in my hand a purple piece of
paper. Notice this green piece of paper.
Notice this 8,000-page document.” It
doesn’t matter. You can say whatever
you like. And that is part of the prob-
lem that we face with a stack of books
sitting on a desk over here being used
to demonstrate budgets that have been
out of balance.

People say, ‘“Well, everyone else has
to balance their budgets. So should the
Government.”” The Government should
balance its budget. But it is not true
that everybody else balances their
budgets. We have $21 trillion in debt in
this country. We have nearly as much
corporate debt as we have Federal Gov-
ernment debt. We have a substantial
amount of consumer debt. We have a
substantial amount, and it is growing
at an alarming rate with credit card
debt. We have debt all around this
country. And it is a problem. It is a
problem with the Federal Government,
and it is a problem for the entire coun-
try.
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We ought to have, in my judgment, a
different kind of budget in our country.
We certainly ought to have a capital
budget. But I have not hinged my vote
on a constitutional amendment to bal-
ance the budget on that point. But it is
interesting. Most of the State Gov-
ernors who come here pull out their
suspenders and trumpet to anyone who
will listen within a reasonable distance
that they have to balance their con-
stitutional budgets. They have a con-
stitutional amendment to balance
their budgets, and their States have a
constitutional amendment requiring
that they balance their budget. Those
States are worried about their credit
ratings. Why? Because they are bor-
rowing more? Why, if they are bal-
ancing their budgets? Because they
have capital budgets. And they amor-
tize over a longer period of time the
amount of money they are spending on
roads and other things instead of as in
the Federal Government expensing it
in the very year in which you do any-
thing. If you build an aircraft carrier
that is going to last 30 years, expense
it all in 1 year. Roads, the same way.

So we ought to have a capital budget.
But I have not leveraged my support
for a constitutional amendment on
that basis.

The question, however, today is:
Shall we put in the Constitution this
proposal, or shall we put in the Con-
stitution a proposal that is modified in
this case by the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Nevada, which I support?
And, if a constitutional amendment is
modified with that provision, I intend
to vote for and support the constitu-
tional amendment. If it is not, I will
not vote for it, and will not support it.
I will offer a substitute following this
vote, if this vote is defeated. I will
offer a  substitute constitutional
amendment to balance the budget that
is identical to the one on the floor that
includes the provision offered by the
Senator from Nevada as a substitute
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. I will vote for that. If that
passes—and I would say to those on the
other side of the aisle that support
that, they would have sufficient votes
on this side of the aisle to perhaps pass
it with 75 votes—then we would be done
with this question. Are we going to
alter the Constitution of the United
States? Then we would be on to some-
thing that is important. I am not sug-
gesting altering the Constitution isn’t
important. I am saying that the issue
here is balancing the budget. And you
could alter the Constitution at 10 min-
utes to 10 in the morning. Two minutes
from now you can alter the Constitu-
tion to require a balanced budget, and
at 10 o’clock—2 minutes from now—you
will not have made 1 penny of dif-
ference in balancing the budget. The
only way we will balance the budget is
if men and women in the Senate on a
budget document that describes the
specific spending and taxing issues are
willing to cast hard votes to do that.

I found it interesting that the people
who stand the highest and seem to
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speak the loudest on this issue about
altering the Constitution were not
around on the floor of the Senate in
1993 except to predict that if we pass
the Deficit Reduction Act of 1993—
something I voted for—if we pass that
we would throw the country into a re-
cession; that, if we pass that, there
would be cataclysmic results in im-
pacts on the country, and the country
will be going down the wrong road.

So a group of us by one vote in 1993
passed a bill called the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act, and the deficit has been re-
duced by 60 percent; 60 percent. Was it
a smart thing to do to vote for that?
No, not at all. Was it a smart political
thing to do? No, not at all. The smart
and the easy political thing to do was
to go out that door and say to anybody
who would listen about how they are
doing dumb things in there. But they
are actually casting tough votes to re-
duce the budget deficit. If enough of us
did that, it would pass by one vote.

That is dealing with the budget def-
icit. This is altering the Constitution.
And after you alter the Constitution,
someone here still has to decide how
we are going to spend the money,
where we are going to cut spending,
how are we going to raise the revenue,
and how we balance the budget. And
that is the tough part. The easy part is
braying, trumpeting, shouting, and
doing all the things that make a lot of
noise that doesn’t do anything about
reducing the budget deficit. The tough
thing is the quiet negotiations and the
quiet agreements that are necessary to
agree on budget cuts, spending cuts,
and revenue needs to balance the Fed-
eral budget.

We have had a number of people here
on the floor of the Senate who say that
the Social Security issue that has been
raised is specious; it is an irrelevant
issue. Those who ought to be concerned
about the Social Security trust fund
and the Social Security fund itself
would be better off supporting a bal-
anced budget because the only way to
really guarantee Social Security bene-
fits will be to balance the budget. Let
me respond to that for just a moment.

If we pass this constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget as it is cur-
rently written the savings that are now
accrued in the Social Security trust
fund to be available after the turn of
the century will not be able to be used
unless somebody comes along and
raises taxes, or cuts other spending in
order to use them. And I do not under-
stand when folks say, ‘“Well, the best
way to assure the long-term health of
the Social Security system is to pass
this amendment.” I do not understand
that in passing this amendment we are
creating a circumstance where it will
prevent the very use of the Social Se-
curity funds we are now collecting to
be used after the turn of the century
when it is needed. I mean, that just
stands logic on its head. I guess, again,
in a debate forum like this, when you
are able to say whatever you want to
say at any time about anything, you
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can say that. But I am wondering how
many people are willing to believe
that. If you tell taxpayers we are going
to take money out of your paychecks,
we are going to put it in a trust fund,
and we promise you we will save it and
use it for Social Security, but then use
it for something else—I wonder how
many people out there in the country
think that is an honest way to behave.

I would like—and I am still waiting,
incidentally—I would like one Member
of the U.S. Senate, just one, to stand
up, and maybe this week we can find
one who will, stand up and say this: ‘I
support telling those who are going to
work and working every day that we
want to take your money from your
paycheck, we want to have a little box
there on your paycheck that says we
have taken $1,000 out of your paycheck
and we have called it taxing for Social
Security, and we promise you we are
going to put it in a trust fund, and then
we are going to take the trust fund and
move it over here and use that as other
revenue so we can now say we have bal-
anced the budget.” I want one Member
of the Senate to stand up and tell me
that is a proposal he or she makes to
their constituents. There is not one
Member of the Senate, I think, that
would vote for that, yet that is exactly
what we have. It is exactly what we
have in this country in our fiscal pol-
icy.

And this proposal wants to enshrine
it in the Constitution of the United
States. This proposal wants to enshrine
it forever in the Constitution of the
United States, and it makes no sense
at all. As an affirmative proposition to
misuse these trust funds makes no
sense at all. I do not know of anybody
who will say, ‘“That is my position. Let
me go ahead and push this. That is
what I believe in.”” Yet, that is exactly
what will be written in the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

This is the Constitution of the
United States, in the rules and the
manual of the U.S. Senate. That has
the Constitution in it. The Constitu-
tion is actually not a very lengthy doc-
ument, as most folks know. The 18th
amendment to the Constitution was
passed:

After one year from the ratification of this
article the manufacture, sale or transpor-
tation of intoxicating liquors within, the im-
portation thereof into, or the exportation
thereof from the United States and all terri-
tories subject to the jurisdiction thereof for
beverage purposes is hereby prohibited.

That is prohibition. The 18th amend-
ment to the Constitution, prohibition.
Just to demonstrate that in this coun-
try we have a right to make a mistake,
the 21st amendment, three amend-
ments later, says the following:

The 18th article of amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States is hereby re-
pealed.

It is a wonderful thing about democ-
racy, we have a right to be wrong. We
have a right to make mistakes. We can
even do it in the Constitution. But we
ought to be enormously careful about



S1500

what we do with the Constitution be-
cause it is very hard to correct. We cor-
rected the 18th by passing the 2Ist
amendment to the Constitution. Let us
not create a circumstance where we
amend the Constitution and are re-
quired to correct it again. That is not,
in my judgment, the sort of thing we
ought to do with the Constitution of
the United States.

Let me emphasize this one more
time. The Senator from South Carolina
has now come to the floor, Senator
HoLLINGS, who has been involved in
this discussion for some while on So-
cial Security. Those who come to this
floor to say this is a specious argument
were not in the room in 1983 when we
passed the Social Security Reform Act.
I was part of the originating com-
mittee that did it, the Ways and Means
Committee of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. I was part of those, that
group of people who originally debated
this in the Ways and Means Committee
in the House of Representatives. And
the day it was marked up, I was the
one person in the committee who of-
fered the amendment. That is 14 years
ago. I offered an amendment, on the
very day this was considered, to say if
you do not take this money, this Social
Security money that we are going to
accrue to be used after the turn of the
century, and set it aside so it is not
part of a budget that somebody else
can use, if you do not do it, it is going
to be misused. I was defeated that day
with the amendment I offered.

So, when people write to the Wash-
ington Post, as someone did last week,
or people come to the floor of the Sen-
ate and pop up here and talk about
what they know and what they do not
know, I was part of the group in 1983
that decided to create a surplus in So-
cial Security to be used when the baby
boomers retire and they need it. This
constitutional amendment will en-
shrine in the Constitution the practice
of misusing that Social Security trust
fund, and there is no question about it.

As T said, people can come and pro-
test and hold up purple sheets or green
sheets all day long and it will not alter
the facts. If we are going to amend this
Constitution, and I am willing to do
that, if we are deciding to say there is
merit in requiring a balanced budget,
and I think there is, then we ought to
do it right, not do it wrong. We ought
to do it even if it is hard to do. We
ought to do it the right way, rather
than to do it the easy way and misuse
$1 trillion in 10 years of Social Security
trust funds. That is what this debate is
about. That is what the perfecting
amendment by the Senator from Ne-
vada is about.

I would say to the majority side, if
you accept this perfecting amendment,
you will pass this with 75 votes. You
want a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution? You will get it. Ac-
cept this perfecting amendment and
you will have it. If you do not get it, it
is your fault because you have decided
that you want to do something that, in
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my judgment, would not be allowed
anywhere in the private sector. But
you want to get away with it in the
public sector.

The Senator from North Dakota,
Senator CONRAD, has said before—and I
will say it before he says it again this
morning—if you tried this in the pri-
vate sector as an employer, and say to
the folks in your business, ‘“You know
I have been losing money, so what I de-
cided to do, even though I have been
losing money in my business, I will
take your pension funds and bring
them into the business, claim I have
not lost money, and use your pension
funds to do it,” you would be on your
way to 2 years in a minimum security
prison somewhere in this country, be-
cause it is against the law to do that.
You cannot do that.

That is exactly the budget practice of
the Government of the United States.
It is wrong, and it ought to be stopped.
The last thing that ought to happen is
that we enshrine it in the Constitution
of the United States.

If you accept this proposal, this per-
fecting amendment by the Senator
from Nevada, then you will pass this
amendment; don’t, and you may not.
But if you don’t, the failure of passing
the constitutional amendment is on
the shoulders of those who failed to
perfect the amendment in a way that
means something to the American peo-
ple.

One final point, and I will take 30
seconds. The demonstration of the
naked truth of the bankruptcy of this
proposed use of the Social Security
trust funds is this. When the majority
party has claimed to have balanced its
budget, the Federal debt will have to
be increased by $130 billion the very
year in which they have claimed to bal-
ance the budget. Ask anybody—a fifth
grader, seventh grader, high school
sophomore—why, if you balanced the
budget, would you have to increase the
Federal defendant limit? The answer:
Because it is a scam. The budget is not
balanced. Plain and simple. That is the
naked truth, and that is what exposes
this balanced budget amendment for
what it is.

Amend it with the perfecting amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ne-
vada, and you will have my vote. It is
not a bluff. You will have my vote. Do
not amend it with that and you will
not have my vote, because it is the
wrong way to alter the Constitution.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the Senator from North Da-
kota, and I see the other Senator from
North Dakota here about to speak. I
will yield immediately to him.

You know what this debate has
shown? The two Senators from North
Dakota have been in the forefront in
discussing this, as was the senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia, in describing
his own amendment yesterday, and will
be in his discussion in the week coming
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up. It describes what would seem to be
a very simple concept: have a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. If you do a poll on this, ‘“‘Are you in
favor of a balanced budget,” everybody
says, ‘‘Sure, of course we are.”

Then comes the question: Do we
amend the Constitution? It has only
been amended 17 times since the Bill of
Rights—only 17 times. Now, we have
another issue. If we are going to do
that, do we do it for something that
looks good on a bumper sticker for a
slogan, or do we do it thinking about
what we are doing?

Just remember, this Senate has only
been involved in successful amending
of the Constitution 17 times since the
Bill of Rights. That means a lot of our
predecessors had to think long and
hard about thousands of proposals to
amend the Constitution, about what
would they do. The Senators from
North Dakota, the Senator from West
Virginia, the Senator from Nevada, and
others who have spoken do us service
by saying, ‘‘Just what is it we are buy-
ing with this? Is it a balanced budget?”’
No, it is a very, very dangerous mon-
key wrench in the Constitution that
will cost our children and our chil-
dren’s children a great deal. It will cost
our Social Security recipients, and it
will not do what the President said in
the State of the Union Message what
can be done: Do you want to balance
the budget? All we have to do is vote to
do that, and he signs it. It is as simple
as that. We don’t need to amend the
Constitution.

I am delighted to yield to my good
friend and colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Vermont, and I thank
him for his devotion on this issue,
spending hours and hours on the floor
to try to make certain people have
heard both sides of the story before a
vote is cast in this Chamber.

Mr. President, I come at this issue
with a deficiency, and that deficiency
is I have a financial background. My
education is in finance and business.
My career was as a tax administrator,
somebody who dealt with finances and
budgets on a routine basis. And I must
say, when I hear talk about the need to
balance the budget, nobody could agree
more than I do with that concept. I am
absolutely in support of balancing the
budget of the United States.

It is imperative that we do that, be-
cause we are in a special circumstance.
We are on the eve of the baby-boom
generation starting to retire, and that
will put enormous stress on the budget
of the United States if we fail to get
our fiscal house in order.

In fact, I think I can say, without
fear of contradiction, no Senator has
offered more specific plans to balance
the budget than I have. So I don’t take
a back seat to anyone with respect to a
desire and a commitment to balance
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the budget. But when I see the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution that is before us now, I have
to say what I believe to be the absolute
truth. This is a giant hoax. To call this
a balanced budget wouldn’t pass the
laugh test in any corporation in Amer-
ica.

If anybody told a corporate board of
directors that they were going to bal-
ance the budget by taking the retire-
ment funds of the employees and
throwing those into the pot, they
would be in violation of Federal law,
because that is fraudulent. It is fraudu-
lent to take retirement funds of em-
ployees and use those to balance the
operating budget of a corporation.
That is not permitted under Federal
law. And yet that is precisely what this
so-called balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution contemplates.
They are going to take every penny of
the Social Security trust fund surplus
and throw those into the pot to claim
that they have balanced the budget.

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the chair.)

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President,
they don’t just take every penny of the
Social Security trust fund, they take
every penny of every trust fund and
throw it into the pot and say they have
balanced the budget.

It is like the story of the emperor
who has no clothes and everybody is
afraid to stand up and say it. But that
is precisely what is going on here.
When our colleagues come home and
say to you, ‘“We are for a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion,” I urge you to ask them this sim-
ple question: What budget is being bal-
anced?

Boy, that sounds awfully elementary,
doesn’t it? You would think this is a
question that could be easily answered.
Unfortunately, when you examine what
is going on here, what you find out is
that it is at great variance from the
claims that are being made. Those who
beat their chest and say they are for
balancing the budget and that this bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution will do that are engaged in an
enormous hoax.

Let’s look at the language. It comes
from section 7, and it says:

Total receipts shall include all of the re-
ceipts of the United States Government ex-
cept those derived from borrowing. Total
outlays shall include all outlays of the
United States Government except for those
for repayment of debt principal.

Very simple concepts. What they are
saying is they are going to put all of
the revenue of the Federal Government
in the pot, and they are going to look
at all of the expenditures of the Fed-
eral Government, and that will be a
balanced budget. What is wrong with
that concept is that they are including
all of the receipts from the trust funds
and using those, every penny of them,
to claim that they have balanced the
budget.

Let me just show it in a different
way. When I was growing up in our
State, people would keep money in a
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pot. A farm wife would keep cash in a
pot. I have this teapot to kind of show
what is going on here, because into the
teapot goes all of the taxes, all of the
corporate taxes, all of the other taxes,
but in this balanced budget amend-
ment, they are also including all of the
Social Security taxes—all of them,
every penny goes into the pot. And
then they are going to balance with
what is being spent. All of the items
that the money goes for in the Federal
budget: Social Security is about 22 per-
cent of the money; interest on the
debt, 16 percent; defense, 16 percent;
Medicare, 14 percent; Medicaid, 7 per-
cent; all other Federal spending, 25 per-
cent.

Can you imagine that they are trying
to claim that this is a balanced budget,
and what they are doing is they are
taking trust fund income, trust funds
that are in surplus now, designed to be
built up to be used when the baby
boomers retire, and they are using the
trust fund surpluses to claim they have
balanced the operating budget. What a
hoax; what a fraud. That is not a bal-
anced budget.

A balanced budget would be if you
were saving your trust fund surpluses
for the purposes intended and you are
balancing your operating budget. That
would be a balanced budget. This is not
a balanced budget.

Let me demonstrate how massive
this hoax is, because it is really quite
stunning in its breathtaking willing-
ness to loot every trust fund of the
United States of every penny. That is
what is going on here, make no mis-
take, because if this thing is passed
and is implemented, we are going to
wake up and find there is no money in
any trust fund; every surplus nickel
has been taken.

Look at what is happening. Some
will say, ‘‘Senator, that is what is
going on now, that is precisely what is
being done.” That is true, that is what
is happening, and it ought to be
stopped, and it ought to be stopped
now, because we are entering the pe-
riod when those surpluses explode—
they explode—because the baby
boomers are getting closer to retire-
ment, and so the surpluses are being
built up for the purpose of being ready
for them when they retire.

Look at how massive these surpluses
are. In 1998, $81 billion in that year
alone. By 1999, in just those 2 years, it
is up to $169 billion, and between now
and the year 2002, when they are going
to claim they have balanced the budg-
et, they will have used $465 billion of
Social Security trust fund surpluses
and claim they have balanced the budg-
et. Again, if any private company tried
to do this, tried to take the retirement
funds of their employees to balance the
operating budget of the company, they
would be in violation of Federal law.
They would be headed for a Federal fa-
cility, and it would not be Congress.
They would be headed for a prison.

Yet this is what we are talking about
putting in the Constitution of the
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United States. We are going to put in
the organic law of our country the defi-
nition of a balanced budget, that if a
private company were doing it, would
be a violation of Federal law. I do not
think so. Not with this Senator’s vote.
I would not vote, ever, to put that in
the Constitution of the United States,
the basic law of our country that has
made this the greatest Nation in
human history, the definition of a bal-
anced budget that is so fraudulent that
if any private company tried to do it, it
would be a violation of Federal law.

Now, that is a fact of the balanced
budget amendment that is before the
Senate. When I say that is breath-
taking, breathtaking in what they are
trying to put in the Constitution of the
United States, I meant just that. The
Social Security surpluses I indicated
are increasing dramatically. Indeed,
they are. From 1998 to 2013, we will
have surpluses in Social Security, sur-
pluses over and above what the expend-
itures are during that period, of $1.8
trillion. The folks who are advocating
this balanced budget—I call it a so-
called balanced budget amendment be-
cause this is not a balanced budget, no
way. There is no serious definition of
balance that would include this so-
called balanced budget amendment be-
cause the fact is if you passed it, you
implement it, the debt would continue
to increase. They claim they have bal-
anced the budget. What a fraud. They
are going to take $1.8 trillion of Social
Security surpluses, throw those into
the pot, and claim they have balanced
the budget.

It is very interesting if you look at
this in another way and try to deter-
mine who is telling it straight here,
who is telling it straight, just looking
at the growth of the Federal debt of
the United States. If they are being
straight with the American people and
they are really balancing the budget,
would that not tell you that in the
year 2002, the year in which we will
have claimed balance because that will
be an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States, that the debt
would stop increasing? Would that not
be a logical conclusion? If we are going
to balance the budget in the year 2002,
would you not expect, then, that the
debt of the United States would no
longer increase? You would no longer
be running deficits because you would
have balanced the budget.

Well, testing that proposition, this
chart shows the gross Federal debt of
the United States. It shows what would
happen if this so-called balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution were
passed and became effective by 2002.
You can see this is the year 2002, the
year in which it claims balance; this
line shows what happens to the Federal
debt. It keeps right on going up. The
Federal debt keeps right on increasing.
If we look at it another way, we can
see just what a fraud and a hoax this
really is. They call it a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution.
They put this definition into the Con-
stitution of the United States and let’s



S1502

see what would happen in the year 2002.
They are claiming the deficit would be
zero. But look what happens to the
budget deficit in that year. When you
look at Social Security and the postal
service funds, the so-called on-budget
deficit, what you see is not a zero. The
budget is not balanced. The deficit is
increasing $103 billion. If you look at
the broadest measure of debt and def-
icit, you include all of the trust funds.
What you find is that the debt and the
deficit will increase in that year by
$110 billion.

Yet they are calling it a balanced
budget, and they are putting it in the
Constitution of the United States that
this is a balanced budget. Who are they
kidding? There is nobody that has had
fifth grade arithmetic that cannot fig-
ure this out. There is nobody. My
daughter, when she was 7 years old, and
she was very good at math, I admit
that, she would have been able to fig-
ure this out. Just because you are call-
ing something a balanced budget does
not make it one. That is like the old
story in North Dakota, you call the pig
a cow, it does not make it a cow. This
is a balanced budget, they claim it is a
balanced budget, but it is not one. The
deficit keeps going up, debt Kkeeps
going up, they have looted every penny
of every trust fund in sight and
claimed they balanced the budget and
put that definition in the Constitution
of the United States. It does not belong
there.

If we want to do this as an amend-
ment to the Constitution we ought to
do it right. This amendment does not
pass the laugh test. This amendment is
not a balanced budget, No. 1. No. 2, it
is fatally flawed in other ways, as well,
because it does not provide enough pro-
tection in the case of a national eco-
nomic emergency. In addition to that,
it would put us in a circumstance in
which the courts could write the budg-
et of the United States. That was never
contemplated by our forefathers, to
have the Members of the Supreme
Court—and I can look through the
doors there and almost see the Su-
preme Court of the United States—I
tell you, our Founding Fathers did not
have in mind that the Justices of the
Supreme Court would sit around a
table and write the budget for the
United States. That is what would hap-
pen under the amendment that is be-
fore the Senate.

Let me just say the amendment by
the Senator from Nevada, Senator
REID, addresses the first problem with
the balanced budget amendment that is
before the Senate. He would not permit
the looting of $450 billion of Social Se-
curity surplus between now and the
year 2002, to claim they balanced the
budget. He would not permit the raid-
ing of $1.8 trillion of Social Security
surpluses between now and about the
year 2019 and take all those moneys
and throw them in the pot and claim
they have balanced the budget. It is a
substantial improvement over the so-
called balanced budget amendment
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that is before the Senate now. On that
basis, Senator REID’s amendment de-
serves support, because it would begin
to address the fatal flaws in this
amendment.

I just end where I began. I really
wonder what our forefathers who wrote
the Constitution would be thinking
about a Congress meeting in 1997 that
has so little regard for the organic law
of our country that they would put an
amendment into that document that
defines a balanced budget in a way that
raids every trust fund surplus in the
Federal budget, to claim that they had
balanced the budget. America is a bet-
ter country than that. We are a greater
country than that, to put in our Con-
stitution a definition of a balanced
budget that is totally without merit, it
is fraudulent, it is fake, it is false, it is
not honest.

We should not be putting that in the
Constitution of the United States.
When I took the oath of office, I swore
to uphold and defend the Constitution
of the United States. I took that pledge
very seriously. I think it is the most
serious thing we do as a Member of this
body—swear to uphold and defend the
Constitution of the United States.
Well, I believe one responsibility in
meeting that affirmative pledge is to
protect the Constitution from amend-
ments that are unworthy of that great
document.

I will ask any of my colleagues to
read the amendment before us in the
context of the Constitution. Get out
your Constitution and then put this
amendment down and read the two to-
gether and see how it fits, see how it
reads, see if it makes any sense to you
to have this constitutional amendment
that is before us grafted onto the Con-
stitution of the United States. It
doesn’t fit. It sticks out like a sore
thumb. And it is, at its base, utterly
fraudulent. It is wrong to put that
amendment into our Constitution.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, this
is an important amendment, but it is
not as important as the proponents
think. The fact of the matter is that
Social Security is much better pro-
tected within the purview of the uni-
fied budget than it will be out there
standing all by itself where they can
add anything to it, or take anything
away from it that they want to, and
where it will become a spending loop-
hole device that I think will be to the
detriment of the senior citizens.

To say that the trust funds are raided
is the biggest charade I have heard in
all my time in the Senate. First of all,
when the FICA funds come in, they are
immediately invested into U.S. Gov-
ernment bonds, the best securities any-
where in the world. Those bonds are
kept. There is no great big trust fund
or a big place where they keep all this
money. They are bonds due and owing
by the American people some time in
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the future. The only way we are going
to be able to pay back those bonds is if
we get spending under control and get
our economy under control. The only
way we are going to do that, after
looking at 28 straight years of unbal-
anced budgets—those 28 straight years
of unbalanced budgets are represented
by these actual unbalanced budgets,
since 1969—the only way we are going
to do that is to pass a balanced budget
constitutional amendment.

Some say, well, we want another
type of an amendment. The fact is that
this is a bipartisan amendment that
has been put together over 21 years. 1
know because I have participated in
every word of it with my bipartisan
colleagues in the House and Senate, on
the Democratic side as well as the Re-
publican side. This is the only amend-
ment that has a chance of passage, the
only thing that actually will give a
real sense of protection and actual pro-
tection to those people who are on So-
cial Security now.

For people to come on this floor and
say, They are raiding the trust funds,
because literally they are exchanging
bonds for the funds and helping to bal-
ance the budget with whatever surplus
exists now, is not only a charade; it is
absolutely false. I get a little tired of
people saying they are raiding the
trust funds, not treating the trust
funds right. The fact is, if you take So-
cial Security out of the purview of the
balanced budget amendment—if this
amendment passed and we take it out-
side the purview of the balanced budget
amendment, first of all, this amend-
ment won’t do what they say it will do.
It is very poorly drafted. Even if it does
do what they say it would do—and I
will, just for the sake of discussion this
morning, argue within that context,
that it will do what they say it will—
and you take Social Security out of the
budget, the surpluses that will occur
between now and 2008 will be invested
in Federal Government bonds, which is
exactly what they are doing now. The
only difference is that the moneys they
have then may be used for social spend-
ing programs other than Social Secu-
rity, and that means another ability to
spend more without making the re-
forms that have to be made in pro-
grams like Medicaid, Medicare, and so
many others in our society, which are
running out of control today. And the
people who are going to be hurt the
most are going to be those people who
are counting on the Social Security
funds being there some day, because we
will not get Federal spending under
control without this balanced budget
amendment. We will continue to have
these tremendous stacks of unbalanced
budgets that will go all the way to the
ceiling.

When people come to the floor and
say, ‘“‘Let’s just have the will to do
it”’—and I have heard it from oppo-
nents of the balanced budget amend-
ment now for 21 years of unbalanced
budgets—they ought to look at this
stack and realize it is going up every
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year, and there is no will to do it. It is
too easy to spend, too easy to spend
the taxpayers’ money. It is too easy to
just act irresponsibly. Putting Social
Security outside of the purview of the
unified budget and outside the purview
of this balanced budget amendment
would be one of the most reckless
things we could do. It would be the
most risky gimmick you could have. I
think it is not only a risky gimmick, it
would be a riverboat gamble, where
you are almost guaranteed to lose. So-
cial Security would become a football
to be kicked back and forth by those
who want to play games with the budg-
et, because there would be no fiscal dis-
cipline involved in that particular
issue. They want to take the largest
item in the budget out of the unified
budget.

Now, to show how ridiculous it is to
take that riverboat gamble, put it out
there where it is all by itself, where it
could be attacked by anybody, instead
of keeping it within the budget, I ask
this one thing. Why do that when So-
cial Security is the one item in the
whole budget that everybody, every
person sitting in the Congress today,
be they Republican or Democrat, would
support, would help, would keep viable?
It is the largest item in the budget. I
have to tell you that it can compete
better than any other single budgetary
issue. So where is the issue? Where is
the meat here?

The fact is that those who are bring-
ing these amendments to the floor, by
and large—and I am not talking about
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
vada; he is very sincere in this amend-
ment, and he believes this. I don’t
know why he believes this, if you look
at the facts of the 28 years, and at what
all of us have done throughout the
years. But most of the others who are
bringing this to the floor and arguing
for this are people who would not want
a balanced budget constitutional
amendment in the Constitution for any
reason, or for a variety of reasons,
some very sincere and some because
they want to spend and tax more with
ease, and they want to do it with voice
votes so they don’t have to come here
and stand up and let people know how
they voted. I have to tell you, they
want to defeat the balanced budget
amendment. Now, that might be all
right to have this out there if it were a
better system, but it would not be. You
would be exposing Social Security to
direct attack and to direct manipula-
tion over and over.

Madam President, I will have more to
say in a few minutes on this. I notice
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan is here. He came to speak.

I yield such time as he needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Madam President, I
expect to speak more than once on this
issue today. I would like to begin, how-
ever, by reiterating some of the points
I made in previous speeches on the
amendment, because I think as we im-
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merse ourselves in the debates on these
various subtopics, we often lose sight
of why we are here.

The reason we are here is because of
what that pile of unbalanced budgets
reflects—that this country has gone a
full generation without once balancing
the budget. It has not balanced it using
Social Security or excluding it. It has
not been balanced at all. Therefore, we
have been piling up more and more
debt and responsibility, not just on
ourselves but, more importantly, on
our children.

Last week, I was looking at what we
call the national debt clock. Some peo-
ple have questioned the rate at which
the clock grows. They ask, ‘“Whose cal-
culation are you using?”’ It doesn’t
matter. Even the slowest calculation of
that debt clock suggests that the def-
icit is going up to the tune of about
$6,374 per second. That is an awful lot
of spending beyond our means. What it
has done is—and I think most Ameri-
cans understand, even if not most of us
in Washington—it has placed enormous
burdens on families of this country,
enormous burdens on enterprise in this
country, and, most importantly, enor-
mous burdens on the children and fu-
ture children of America.

In terms of its effect on families, this
ever rising deficit and the need of a
Federal Government to borrow money
to meet its payments has forced inter-
est rates up dramatically in this coun-
try. Interest rates are estimated to be
2 percent higher because of the deficit.
That means the average price of a new
home is $37,000 more because we can’t
balance the budget. A student loan is
estimated to be some $2,000 more ex-
pensive because we can’t balance the
budget. A new car, an average-priced
new car, is estimated to be $1,000 more
expensive because we can’t balance the
budget. For all of the talk that this
could be done if we only had the will
and if the White House and the Con-
gress would only get together, the fact
is for 28 years we have not reached the
finish line.

But it is not just families who are
paying more. People are paying more
in other ways as well. To the extent
the Federal Government borrows
money, it means there is less capital
available to create new businesses, to
expand existing businesses, to pay bet-
ter wages. So our workers are hurt. Our
free enterprise system is hurt. Our
chronic budget deficits mean lower
economic growth, fewer jobs, and lower
wages.

Finally, at the top of the list of vic-
tims of our budget deficits are the chil-
dren of this country. My family was
blessed 5 months ago with a new child.
When our son was born, at the very mo-
ment that he was born, he automati-
cally inherited responsibility to sup-
port the debt previous generations
have imposed upon him. Over his life-
time, he will be forced to pay $187,000
in tax payments just to cover the in-
terest on this debt. If we do not try to
bring this under control and do it soon
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rather than later, this burden will only
get worse for future generations.

So that is why we are here. We
should not lose sight of why we are
here. Our goal is to come to the finish
line on an amendment that has the op-
portunity and the ability to bring this
kind of deficit spending under control.

At the moment we are discussing a
proposal with respect to Social Secu-
rity. The distinguished Senator from
Utah has referred to this proposal as a
risky gimmick, because it has many
consequences that have not, to my
knowledge, been fleshed out in any de-
bate either in the Judiciary Committee
when it was first brought up here or
here on the floor. Most importantly, in
terms of the risk involved, is the fact
that as I read this proposal, the Reid
amendment, and I have read it several
times, I do not see that additional pro-
tection for the benefits of Social Secu-
rity are provided. After all, that is
really what this comes down to. Are
the beneficiaries going to be protected.
The Reid amendment, in my judgment,
doesn’t do that at all. It does some-
thing else, though, which I think every
Member of this Chamber should be
aware of and have a responsibility to
address. That is, it requires a substan-
tially increased amount of Federal
spending to be either reduced or Fed-
eral revenues to be generated in order
to meet the terms of this amendment.

According to calculations of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, during the
years 2002 to 2007, if the Reid amend-
ment were adopted and ratified, we
would have to come up with an addi-
tional $706 billion in either new taxes
or spending cuts over and above every-
thing else we will have to do to keep
the budget in balance during those
years.

In addition, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee has estimated that we will have
to come up with $181 billion more on
top of the first $706 billion in order to
reach balance in the year 2002. Those
$181 billion would have to be found dur-
ing the years between now and 2002.
That is a total of $887 billion beyond all
of the other things that we are trying
to do to bring spending under control
that would have to be saved if this
amendment went into effect. I think it
is important for people who are advo-
cating this amendment to come to this
floor and explain where those dollars
are going to come from, because $800
billion on top of all of the other things
required here, to me at least, does not
seem plausible.

Let me put it in perspective. We
would be talking about in addition to
all of the other reductions in spending,
in addition to all of the other taxes the
Federal Government currently col-
lects, coming up with a sum of $800 bil-
lion. This sum is more than the 1993
tax hike, the largest tax hike in his-
tory, plus the reductions in Medicare
proposed in last year’s budget that was
passed by the Congress, plus the reduc-
tion in discretionary spending that was
in last year’s budget passed by the Con-
gress.
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When the tax increase in 1993 was
passed, many of us on the Republican
side said that was too much of a tax
burden to place on the American peo-
ple. We argued that it was far too
great. It was the largest in history.
When Republicans brought to the floor
a budget with a discretionary spending
cuts and reforms in Medicare last year,
we were told by the other side that
those were reductions that were too
great, that that those savings were un-
acceptable, and that is why the Presi-
dent refused to go along and sign the
various bills that would have effec-
tuated that budget. Now we are talking
about doing all of the things required
to bring the budget into balance in
2002, and then on top of that, if this
amendment went into effect, repli-
cating the process one more time—in
fact, more than what we have done—in
order to meet the terms of this amend-
ment.

I do not believe there is anybody in
the Senate who is capable of, or pre-
pared to produce any sort of plan that
would even remotely accomplish those
objectives. For that reason, Madam
President, I cannot support this
amendment. I have no idea how it
could be effectuated, and I have not
heard one Member on either side come
forward and explain that to me.

Moreover, even if we went through an
exercise to accomplish it, why we
would be doing it? The terms of the
amendment would not in any way pro-
tect the benefits of Social Security
even if we did raise taxes $800 billion
more dollars, or cut spending on pro-
grams like education, law enforcement,
or infrastructure by $800 billion more.

In short, the amendment doesn’t ac-
complish the goals for which it is being
proposed, but the pain complying with
its requirements would be enormous.

So, for those reasons, Madam Presi-
dent, I cannot support this amend-
ment. I would be happy, and will watch
the debate today, to see if someone
comes to the floor with a proposal of
how to bring about these reductions
that could give some assurance that
they could be accomplished. I hope
someone will. But during the debate in
committee and in the discussions since
—and certainly this has been some-
thing discussed very publicly in the
last few weeks—no one has offered a
plan, or even anything close to a plan,
that could accomplish this. While I
think and I am confident that advo-
cates of the amendment are sincere in
their advocacy, I just do not believe
this is an amendment that could ever
been effectuated by this Congress, or
any future Congress. I do not believe it
would be feasible to do it because I do
not think, as I say, anyone has brought
forth any solution or plan or proposal
that would live up to the terms of the
amendment.

For those reasons, I certainly have
no intention of supporting it. But
maybe before the end of the day we will
hear a response that explains where the
spending cuts are going to come from
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or how the taxes are going to be in-
creased or provide some insight into
how this really would protect Social
Security benefits later on when the
trust fund begins to run a deficit, be-
cause as I read the terms of this, it in
no way does that, either.

So, Madam President, at this time, I
yield the floor. I expect later, as the
day goes on, that I will be back to
speak a little bit more on this. But I
thank the Presiding Officer and yield
the floor.

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum, with the time equally
charged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
know the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] will be
here soon, as will the distinguished
Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID]. They
are involved in another discussion of
the issue that is pending in the Cham-
ber.

Again, I will say, as I said over and
over again, we have to separate the dif-
ference between a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution and a
balanced budget. There is nothing to
stop us today, this moment, right now,
from bringing about a balanced budget.
It could be done. It could be done very
easily. We could vote for it. The Presi-
dent could sign it.

A balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution means that we amend the
Constitution for only 18 times since the
Bill of Rights. Now, thousands of
amendments have been proposed to the
Constitution during that time. The
Senate and the House and the States
have been wise enough to reject them.
Otherwise, had they not, we would have
a Constitution about 5 or 6 or 7 or 8
times bigger than it is today. We would
not have the bulwark of the most pow-
erful nation known in history. But we
also would not have just reflected the
passing fancy of the moment, and that
is what this is. Not a balanced budget.
We can do that. All we need is the
courage for it.

After watching the Reagan adminis-
tration and the Bush administration
and the nearly quadrupling of our na-
tional debt as they spoke of having a
balanced budget, two administrations
that took all the debt of this Nation
for 200 years and tripled, quadrupled it
in a matter of 12 years, all the time
talking about the need for a balanced
budget, that was the easy way. Talk
about it and increase the deficit.

What has happened under President
Clinton for the first time in my life-
time is that the deficit has come down
4 years in a row. It has meant some
very tough votes. Members of the
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House and Senate have lost their seats
in these bodies because of these tough
votes. But what they did was the right
thing. They left a legacy for their chil-
dren and their children’s children.

Let us stop the sloganeering. Let us
talk about the tough votes. As I recall,
in the first two efforts, first two suc-
cessful efforts to bring down the def-
icit, most of the people now talking
about the need for a balanced budget
amendment did not even cast a vote to
bring it down. Let us go for reality, not
rhetoric.

I see the distinguished Senator from
Nevada and the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina in the Chamber,
and I will yield the floor, Madam Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I yield
whatever time the Senator from South
Carolina consumes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
this crowd on the other side of the aisle
has no shame. Let me make it abso-
lutely clear. They come here and use
the floor of the Senate for these dem-
onstrations. What that pile of books
over there on the other side of the aisle
says is any time that you can flash on
C-SPAN, that side of the aisle is for
cutting spending, reducing deficits, and
balancing the budget, and this side of
the aisle is for spending—you know,
tax and spend, liberal Democrats.

Let us find out what the record is. I
believe it is too much, but let us just
say my pile of books is about one-tenth
of that pile over there. If you take the
average real deficit—and I put a table
on everyone’s desk so you can verify
the CBO figures, Madam President—in
the 36 years from Harry Truman up
until President Reagan—ah, those were
a tough 36 years; we had to pay for
World War II; we had to pay for Korea;
we had to pay for Vietnam; and we had
to pay for the Great Society that Lyn-
don Johnson started. During that 36
years, the actual average of real defi-
cits is $20.41 billion.

Now, in the last 16 years, from 1982 to
1997, without the cost of a single war or
the Great Society, the average deficit
is $277.58 billion. We have gone from $20
billion deficits with the cost of all the
wars to the Republican initiative of
growth, growth, growth. My friend,
Steve Forbes, is running around again
saying, ‘‘Hope, growth and oppor-
tunity.”

What a charade. What a farce. They
ought to be ashamed of themselves—
the unmitigated gall to put those
books up there and try to demonstrate
that they are for cutting spending, that
those are the deficits that we piled up
casually. The truth is we balanced the
budget under President Lyndon Baines
Johnson, and the reason this growth
started was that silly Reaganomics,
which Howard Baker, who sat in that
chair as the Republican leader, called a
riverboat gamble, and which then Vice
President George Herbert Walker Bush
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called voodoo. But there is no histor-
ical memory under these youngsters
who come here to the Senate floor and
try to demonstrate, with a pictorial
thing here, with a pile of books: Now,
we are concerned about these deficits,
and the other side does not have any
regard for them. They are the ones who
caused it.

That is the Reagan-Bush memorial
deficit pile right there. That is what it
is. In fact, Madam President, you can
go back to 1776 and take 38 Presidents,
205 years of history, the cost of the
Revolution and all the other wars, and
we never got to a $1 trillion debt. When
President Reagan took over, it was $909
billion, still not a $1 trillion debt. Now,
under Reagan-Bush, President Reagan
and President Bush, they have gone to
$5.3 trillion. And do not blame Presi-
dent Clinton. Gosh knows, he did not
know how to take credit. He went down
there to Texas. I guess we all make
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too much. But that did not take away
from my vote.

In 1993, we had a budget plan, and the
budget plan was to reduce the deficit
by $500 billion. It was to raise taxes on
gasoline, and, yes, Social Security. And
over on that side they said, pointing at
us, you raise taxes on Social Security,
they will be hunting you down like
dogs in the street and shooting you.
They said, ‘“We are going to have a re-
cession.” Ah, not even a recession, but
a depression. Instead, the stock market
is going through the roof. Inflation is
down, jobs are up, and now they want
to manufacture a problem.

I say that is their problem. We did
not get a single Republican vote in the
Senate, we did not get a single Repub-
lican vote in the House of Representa-
tives to do anything. We passed it by
ourselves. And President William Jef-
ferson Clinton is the only President
since Lyndon Johnson to reduce the
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anced budget. Then he comes to Wash-
ington and he changes the direction of
increased deficits. You can see the real
deficit under the last year of President
Bush exceeded $400 billion. Madam
President, $400 billion. The exact CBO
figure for 1992 was $403.6 billion. That
is where the spending comes from. And
they get up here and put on these silly
shows of piling up books and every-
thing else to appear on C-SPAN and
make the most extravagant statements
you have ever heard, really totally out
of whole cloth.

Where is the spending? Interestingly,
Madam President—and I wish someone
would give my table of spending in real
and unified deficits to our distin-
guished Presiding Officer so this can be
followed. Madam President, I ask unan-
imous consent that this table be print-
ed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the table

mistakes running for office, but I think deficit. He spent 10 years as Governor was ordered to be printed in the
he overspoke. He said he raised taxes down in Arkansas, each with a bal- RECORD, as follows:
BUDGET REALITIES
[In trillions of dollars]
President and year U.S. Budget %Z}f,'ce,f Trust funds Real deficit Gross Federal debt n?treorzsst
Truman:
1945 927 —476 [ 260.1
1946 55.2 —~159 —50 —~109 271.0
1947 345 40 -99 +139 257.1
1948 29.8 11.8 6.7 +5.1 252.0
1949 38.8 0.6 12 -06 2526
1950 426 -31 12 —43 256.9
1951 455 6.1 45 +16 255.3
1952 67.7 —-15 23 -38 259.1
1953 76.1 —6.5 0.4 —69 266.0
Eisenhower:
1954 70.9 -12 36 —438 270.8
1955 68.4 -30 0.6 -36 274.4
1956 70.6 39 22 +17 2727
1957 76.6 34 3.0 +0.4 2723
1958 82.4 28 46 -4 219.7
1959 92.1 —-128 -50 -78 2875
1960 9.2 03 33 -30 290.5
1961 97.7 -33 12 -21 2926
Kennedy:
1962 106.8 71 3.2 —-103 302.9
1963 1113 48 26 ~-14 3103
Johnson:
1964 118.5 -59 -0.1 -58 316.1 107
1965 118.2 - 14 48 62 3223 113
1966 1345 —-37 25 —62 3285 120
1967 157.5 86 33 —119 340.4 134
1968 178.1 —252 3.1 283 368.7 146
1969 183.6 32 03 +29 365.8 166
Nixon:
1970 195.6 -28 123 —151 380.9 193
1971 210.2 —23.0 43 213 408.2 21.0
1972 230.7 —234 43 217 4359 218
1973 245.7 —149 155 —304 466.3 2.2
Ford:
1974 269.4 -6.1 115 -176 483.9 29.3
1975 3323 —532 438 —58.0 541.9 32.7
1976 371.8 —737 134 871 629.0 37.1
Carter:
1977 409.2 —53.7 23.7 ~714 706.4 419
1978 458.7 —59.2 11.0 -702 776.6 487
1979 503.5 —40.7 122 —-529 829.5 59.9
1980 590.9 —-738 58 -796 909.1 748
Reagan:
1981 678.2 —~79.0 6.7 857 994.8 95.5
1982 745.8 —128.0 145 —1425 1,137.3 117.2
1983 808.4 —207.8 26.6 —234.4 1,371.7 128.7
1984 851.8 —185.4 76 -193.0 1,564.7 153.9
1985 946.4 2123 405 —252.8 1817.5 178.9
1986 990.3 —221.2 81.9 —303.1 2,120.6 190.3
1987 1,003.9 —149.8 75.7 2255 2,346.1 195.3
1988 1,064.1 —155.2 100.0 —255.2 2,601.3 214.1
Bush:
1989 1,143.2 —1525 114.2 —266.7 2,868.0 240.9
1990 1,252.7 —221.2 1174 3386 3,206.6 264.7
1991 1,323.8 —269.4 1225 —391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 1,380.9 —290.4 113.2 —403.6 4,002.1 292.3
Clinton:
1993 1.408.2 —255.0 94.3 3493 43514 292.5
1994 1,460.6 -203.1 89.2 -2923 46437 296.3
1995 1,514.4 —1639 1134 —2773 4921.0 3324
1996 1,560.0 —~107.0 154.0 —261.0 5,182.0 344.0
1997 1,632.0 —124.0 130.0 —254.0 5436.0 360.0

Source: Historical tables, “Budget of the U.S. Government, FY 1998;" Beginning in 1962 CBO's “1997 Economic and Budget Outlook.”

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, if used to have budgets from July 1 changed now the fiscal year, so October
you look back to 1968-69, back when we around the clock to June 30. We have 1 is the beginning of the fiscal year.
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But under that last year of President
Johnson, let us credit him, you can see
going right straight across the board
we had a surplus of $2.9 billion. Trust
funds were only $300 million—but dis-
pel from your mind that President
Johnson used trust funds because even
using trust funds he would have had a
surplus. So, here comes President Lyn-
don Baines Johnson with a surplus that
year, and all he had to spend was $16.6
billion on interest costs.

Now, Madam President, do you see
today’s interest costs of $360 billion at
the bottom of the page—$360 billion?
This is how we have increased spend-
ing. The Grace Commission, upon
which I served, came to town to do
away with waste, fraud, and abuse. The
biggest waste is spending money for
nothing, just for extravagance. The
biggest waste is the past profligacy of
not paying the bills and actually in-
creasing spending on interest payments
by some $344 billion during that period
of time for absolutely nothing.

President Clinton is working on it.
He has slowed it down. But they are
the ones who increased it with Reagan-
omics, ‘hope, growth and oppor-
tunity,” and television buzz words they
can buy up. But let us get to the truth.
That is why I put this table here, so we
can look at the unified deficit, the real
deficit, and gross interest, Madam
President, which is forced spending,
just like taxes.

It is an insidious way to raise taxes.
We have $360 billion to be expended this
year on interest costs. Because these
interest costs continue to grow, the
debt goes up, up and away. This year, it
is estimated that the debt will go from
$5.182 trillion to $5.436 trillion, an in-
crease of $254 billion. So, while we are
increasing the debt, we are spending $1
billion a day in interest. In essence, we
are increasing taxes $1 billion a day.
Because, like taxes, it has to be paid. It
has to be paid. So the crowd against
taxes is insidiously increasing taxes $1
billion a day. That is where the spend-
ing is.

Let me get back up here where my
file is, Madam President, and get to the
proposition and join issue, if you
please, with the statements made by
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, the Senator from
New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI. Again
yesterday, and he continues this wher-
ever he goes, he referred to the Concord
Coalition report as evidence that the
matter of Social Security, again, was a
gimmick, that is was just all nonsense.

I had hoped we could really avoid
that, because I have tried my best to
counsel the Concord Coalition. To jus-
tify the sincerity of my remarks, let
me go back and show that I am not just
saying so today. I will read into the
RECORD part of my letter of August 16,
1996 to the Concord Coalition.

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon assumed the
Chair.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
is addressed to the Honorable Warren
B. Rudman and the Honorable late
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Paul Tsongas. We lost Paul. I have the
greatest respect for these gentlemen.
They are the best of the best. I say
here in this letter:

DEAR WARREN AND PAUL: You two friends
should be ashamed of yourselves. I have just
received the Concord Coalition Social Secu-
rity mailout, and in four pages and in a 13-
item questionnaire, there is no mention of
the willful bankrupting of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund in violation of section 13301 of
the Budget Act. Mind you me, I support such
coalition initiatives as the age increase for
retirement to help strengthen the trust fund,
and I have voted three times, now, for the
Danforth-Kerrey recommendations. But back
in 1983, the Greenspan commission rec-
ommended that Social Security be put off
budget so that we could take care of the
baby boomers through the fiscal year 2056.
President Bush signed this provision, mak-
ing it illegal to borrow from the fund or use
Social Security moneys to obscure the size
of the deficit. Now we know both the Presi-
dent and the Congress violated this. We
know both parties violated this. But if we
cannot get the truth out of esteemed col-
leagues like you two, instead of being fis-
cally in balance until the year 2029 we will be
fiscally bankrupt by the year 2002.

Mr. President, I ask that my letter
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
WASHINGTON, DC,
August 2, 1996.
Hon. WARREN B. RUDMAN,
Hon. PAUL TSONGAS,
The Concord Coalition, Washington, DC.

DEAR WARREN AND PAUL: You two friends
should be ashamed of yourselves. I have just
received The Concord Coalition Social Secu-
rity mail-out and in four pages and a 13-item
questionnaire, there is no mention of the
willful bankrupting of the Social Security
trust fund in violation of Section 13301 of the
Budget Act. Mind you me, I support such Co-
alition initiatives as the age increase for re-
tirement to help strengthen the trust fund
and I have voted three times now for the
Danforth-Kerry recommendations. But back
in 1983, the Greenspan Commission rec-
ommended that Social Security be put off-
budget so that we could take care of the
baby boomers through FY 2056. Responding
in interim steps, the Congress did this in 1990
when President Bush signed the provision
making it illegal to borrow from the fund or
use Social Security monies to obscure the
size of the deficit. Now we know both the
President and the Congress violated this, we
know both parties violated this but if we
can’t get the truth out of esteemed col-
leagues like you two, instead of being fis-
cally in balance until the year 2029, we will
have it fiscally bankrupt by the year 2002.

At the moment, Social Security is paid for
and has a surplus of $5631 billion. What is not
paid for, what is causing the deficit and debt
are the general functions of government such
as defense, housing, law enforcement, edu-
cation, etc. Working against the deficit and
debt, the coalition would better gain the
public’s attention and support on this imme-
diate problem rather than worrying about
the next century. In ‘‘Breaking the News,”
James Fallows outlines how the people in a
democracy will do the right thing if properly
engaged. The reason this cancerous nonsense
continues in Washington is that the respon-
sible Rudmans and Tsongases are afraid to
tell the people the truth.

Sincerely,
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I have the greatest
respect for our friends there in the
Concord Coalition, the former Sec-
retary of Commerce, Secretary Pete
Peterson—I worked with him way back
under the initial days of President
Reagan when I opposed Reaganomics.
We got Senator Mathias, the distin-
guished Republican Senator from
Maryland, to go along with us. But
there were only 11 of us here that were
fighting at that particular time
against this. What you do is you cut all
your revenues and the money because,
“The people back home will know bet-
ter than the politicians in Washington
and they will have so much money,
there will be so much spending, there
will be so much income tax and sales
tax that, my heavens, we will have
growth and we will grow out of this.”

Go ask the mayor of a city to cut his
revenues 25 percent. Go ask a Governor
to cut his revenues some 25 percent.
They work with common sense because
they cannot print money like us up
here in Washington. They have to have
a credit rating. They have to be able to
keep interest rates down and get the
investments in their communities and
in their States. But we come to Wash-
ington and lose all common sense. We
engage in a tremendous charade up
here about piling up books, and how
sincere we are, when we disregard the
Greenspan commission and we dis-
regard the law.

I have here the report of the National
Commission on Social Security Reform
dated January 1983. From that report I
read, ‘““A majority of the members of
the national commission recommends
that the operation of these’’—these are
fancy words, but ‘“‘Social Security trust
funds’’—they use the word ‘‘trust
funds,”’—this is a study commission—
‘“‘should be removed from the unified
budget.”

They go right on down, ‘“The na-
tional commission believes the changes
in the Social Security Program should
be made only for programmatic reasons
and not for the purposes of balancing
the budget.”’

So, pursuant to taking it out of the
unified budget and building up the sur-
plus funds, that is how we got the
votes. If we had said at that particular
time, ‘“‘Look, we are going to use this
money for foreign aid, we are going to
use this money for welfare, food
stamps, anything else of that kind,”
you could not have gotten the votes.

We had a horrendous tax increase in
1983, in a conscientious fashion, to
build up surpluses to the year 2056. 1
can show you that right here in the 75-
year period. But don’t depend on just
what the Senator from South Carolina
says. Let’s get back to the vote and the
actions at that time of my distin-
guished colleague, the now chairman of
the Budget Committee.

At that particular time, the Senator
from New Mexico—and I refer now to
the committee report, Calendar No.
781, Committee on the Budget, U.S.
Senate, dated July 10, 1990, on page 29.
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I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the RECORD the additional views
of Mr. DOMENICI.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MR. DOMENICI

It is somewhat ironic that the first legisla-
tive mark-up in the 16 year history of the
Senate Budget Committee produced a bill
that does not do what its authors suggest
and, more importantly, weakens the fiscal
discipline inherent in the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings budget law.

I voted for Senator Hollings’ proposal be-
cause I support the concept of taking Social
Security out of the budget deficit calcula-
tion. But I cast this vote with reservations.

The best way to protect Social Security is
to reduce the Federal budget deficit. We need
to balance our non-Social Security budget so
that the Social Security trust fund surpluses
can be invested (by lowering our national
debt) instead of used to pay for other Federal
operating costs. We could move toward this
goal without changing the unified budget, a
concept which has served us well for over
twenty years now.

Changes in our accounting rules without
real deficit reduction will not make Social
Security more sound. In fact, we could make
matters worse by opening up the trust funds
to unrestrained spending. Under current law,
the trust funds are protected by the budget
process. Congress cannot spend the trust
fund reserves without new spending cuts or
revenue increases in the rest of the budget to
meet Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduc-
tion requirements. If we take Social Secu-
rity out of GRH without any new protection
for the trust funds. Congress could spend the
reserves without facing new spending cuts or
revenue increases in other programs. And if
we spend the trust fund reserves today, we
will threaten the solvency of the Social Se-
curity program, putting at risk the benefits
we have promised to today’s workers.

Of course, I also understand that we might
be able to restore some public trust by tak-
ing Social Security out of the deficit cal-
culation. Trust that we in Congress are not
“masking the budget deficit”’ with Social Se-
curity. That is why I believe we should take
Social Security out of the deficit, but only if
we provide strong protection against spend-
ing the trust fund reserves. We need a ‘‘fire-
wall” around those trust funds to make sure
the reserves are there to pay Social Security
benefits in the next century. Without a ‘‘fire-
wall” or the discipline of budget constraints,
the trust funds would be unprotected and
could be spent on any number of costly pro-
grams.

Unfortunately, the Hollings bill does not
protect Social Security, which is why Sen-
ator Nickles and I offered our ‘‘firewall”
amendment, defeated by a vote of 8 to 13.
The amendment, drafted over the last six
months by myself and Senators Heinz, Rud-
man, Gramm, and DeConcini, included: a 60
vote point of order against legislation which
would reduce the 75 year actuarial balance of
the Social Security trust funds; additional
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction
requirements in all years in which legisla-
tion lowered the Social Security surpluses;
and notification to Social Security taxpayer
on the Personal Earnings and Benefit Esti-
mate Statements (PEBES) each time Con-
gress lowered the reserves available to pay
benefits to future retirees.

With just one exception, the other side of
the aisle voted against this protection for
Social Security beneficiaries.

Furthermore, the Hollings bill says noth-
ing about how or when we will achieve bal-
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ance in the non-Social Security budget. The
bill simply takes Social Security out of the
deficit calculation. If enacted, the Hollings
bill would require $173 billion in deficit re-
duction in 1991 to meet the statutory GRH
target (see attached table). Obviously, that
is not going to happen.

I believe we need to extend Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings to ensure we have the dis-
cipline to achieve balance in the non-Social
Security portion of the budget. The Budget
Summit negotiators are discussing a goal of
$450 to $500 billion in deficit reduction over
the next five years. Once we reach an agree-
ment, that plan should be the framework for
extending the GRH law.

I offered a Sense of the Congress amend-
ment during the mark-up expressing this
view. I offered this to put the Hollings bill in
some context.

But the Democratic members of the Com-
mittee refused to consider even an amend-
ment acknowledging the facts about our
budget situation, rejecting my proposal by
another 8 to 13 vote. In fact, the Chairman
indicated that there was some concern on his
side of the aisle about extending the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings discipline. One might infer
that, for some, this mark-up was really an
effort to kill Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

I am not sure what we accomplished in re-
porting out a bill with no protection for So-
cial Security and with no suggestion of what
we think should happen regarding the deficit
targets. I, for one, do not want to do any-
thing which could endanger Social Security
or Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budget dis-
cipline. At a minimum, I will offer the ‘‘fire-
wall” amendment to protect Social Security
should the reported bill be considered by the
full Senate.

PETE V. DOMENICI.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
moved at that particular time that we
comply with the Greenspan commis-
sion and we put Social Security off
budget, out of the unified deficit, so we
could build up these surpluses so that
the baby boomers and the next genera-
tion could be sure of receiving their
money. We have lost trust in Govern-
ment with the present activity. But
here is what the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI, stated at that time:

I voted for Senator Hollings’ proposal be-
cause I support the concept of taking Social
Security out of the budget deficit calcula-
tion.

I am going to read that again. Here is
what the gentleman calls gimmick,
here is what the gentleman called non-
sense when referring to the Concord
coalition’s report yesterday.

Senator DOMENICI:

I voted for Senator Hollings’ proposal be-
cause I support the concept of taking Social
Security out of the budget deficit calcula-
tion.

Then reading further:

But I cast this vote with reservations.

He says about my particular amend-
ment:

Unfortunately, the Hollings bill does not
protect Social Security sufficiently.

He says further:

That’s why Senator Nickles and I offered
our firewall amendment. This amendment,
drafted over the last 6 months by myself,
Senator Heinz, Senator Rudman, Senator
Gramm and Senator DeConcini, included a
60-vote point of order against legislation
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which would reduce the 75-year actuarial

balance of the Social Security trust fund.

There is the Concord coalition, the
president, the former Senator Warren
Rudman, the best of the best, saying,
“Fine, I'm voting for the Hollings
amendment to put Social Security off
budget, make it a trust fund, build up
the surpluses so that the younger gen-
eration, who is working and paying
their taxes, knows the money is not
being frittered away by an irrespon-
sible Congress.”” And we are going to go
even further. We are going to say you
have to get a 60-vote majority in order
to reduce the 75-year actuarial balance.

Now, they knew at that particular
time it was going to be for 75 years,
and here is the committee vote on July
10, 20 to 1. The one Senator voting
against it at that time was our distin-
guished colleague from Texas, Senator
GRAMM.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the vote record.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS MOTION TO REPORT THE SOCIAL

SECURITY PRESERVATION ACT

The Committee agreed to the Hollings mo-
tion to report the Social Security Preserva-
tion Act by a vote of 20 yeas to 1 nay.

Yeas: Mr. Sasser, Mr. Hollings, Mr. John-
ston, Mr. Riegle, Mr. Exon, Mr. Lautenberg,
Mr. Simon, Mr. Sanford, Mr. Wirth, Mr.
Fowler, Mr. Conrad, Mr. Dodd, Mr. Robb, Mr.
Domenici, Mr. Boschwitz, Mr. Symms, Mr.
Grassley, Mr. Kasten, Mr. Nickles, Mr. Bond.

Nays: Mr. Gramm.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
was before the Budget Committee.
Again, on the Hollings-Heinz amend-
ment, I got together with my good
friend, the late Senator John Heinz,
and we worked in a bipartisan fashion,
and we got an overwhelming bipartisan
vote—98 Senators out of the 100. We
missed two of them, Senator Arm-
strong and Senator Wallop. But we got
98 Senators, and any Senator, Repub-
lican or Democrat, who was a Member
of this body back in 1990 who votes for
the proposed Senate Joint Resolution 1
that would eviscerate the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, that would turn the
trust fund into a slush fund, constitu-
tionally, is breaching the trust that he
voted for on October 18, 1990 at 4:41.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD that vote record.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS—HEINZ, ET AL., AMENDMENT WHICH
EXCLUDES THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST
FUNDS FROM THE BUDGET DEFICIT CALCULA-
TION, BEGINNING IN FISCAL YEAR 1991.

YEAS (98)

Democrats: Adams, Akaka, Baucus, Bent-
sen, Biden, Bingaman, Boren, Bradley,
Breaux, Bryan, Bumpers, Burdick, Byrd,
Conrad, Cranston, Daschle, DeConcini,
Dixon, Dodd, Exon, Ford, Fowler, Glenn,
Gore, Graham, Harkin, Heflin, Hollings,
Inouye, Johnston, Kennedy, Kerrey, Kerry,
Kohl, Lautenberg, Leahy, Levin, Lieberman,
Metzenbaum, Mikulski, Mitchell, Moynihan,
Nunn, Pell, Pryor, Reid, Riegle, Robb,
Rockefeller, Sanford, Sarbanes, Sasser,
Shelby, Simon, Wirth.
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Republicans: Bond, Boschwitz, Burns,
Chafee, Coats, Cochran, Cohen, D’Amato,
Danforth, Dole, Domenici, Durenberger,

Garn, Gorton, Gramm, Grassley, Hatch, Hat-
field, Heinz, Helms, Humphrey, Jeffords,
Kassebaum, Kasten, Lott, Lugar, Mack,
McCain, McClure, McConnell, MurkowskKi,
Nickles, Packwood, Pressler, Roth, Rudman,
Simpson, Specter, Stevens, Symms, Thur-
mond, Warner, Wilson.
NAYS (2)
Democrats: None.
Republicans: Armstrong, Wallop.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, here
is the former law, section 13301, off-
budget status of the Social Security
trust fund. I ask unanimous consent to
have that statute printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SUBTITLE C—SOCIAL SECURITY
13301. OFF-BUDGET STATUS OF OASDI

TRUST FUNDS.

(a) EXCLUSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FROM
ALL BUDGETS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the receipts and disburse-
ments of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund shall not be
counted as new budget authority, outlays,
receipts, or deficit or surplus for purposes
of—

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President,

(2) the congressional budget, or

(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(b) EXCLUSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FROM
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET.—Section 301(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The concurrent resolution shall not include
the outlays and revenue totals of the old age,
survivors, and disability insurance program
established under title IT of the Social Secu-
rity Act or the related provisions of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 in the surplus or
deficit totals required by this subsection or
in any other surplus or deficit totals re-
quired by this title.”.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, now
we have a complete picture. They are
running around here with demonstra-
tions, with piles of books and their pile
of books is the quintupling of the na-
tional debt under their particular lead-
ership and trust, the 12 years really of
Reagan-Bush, because we have reduced
the deficit since then under President
Clinton. Here is one-tenth that amount
for the 205 years of our history, and
they have the unmitigated gall to come
here and continue with that dem-
onstration. It is the Reagan-Bush me-
morial deficit pile. They are the ones
who ran up the national debt. They are
the ones who quintupled the national
debt, and we are fighting in order to
protect the Social Security trust fund.

I could go into other reports, but I
have received a note from my distin-
guished leader, HARRY REID, of Search-
light, NV. What we are going to do is
have a vote for the balanced budget
amendment. I have cosponsored one. I
have been working in the vineyards for
years. I balanced the budget back in
the fifties in the State of South Caro-
lina and got for the first time in its
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history a triple A credit rating. I was
the first State from Texas up to Mary-
land to ever receive that from Moody’s
and Standard & Poor’s.

I voted for a balanced budget. I
worked with George Mahon in 1968. 1
worked in a bipartisan fashion with
Senators GRAMM and Rudman in the
mideighties to cut deficits, and I am
willing to work with them anytime
anywhere. This is not a partisan fight.
This is a bipartisan fight to keep the
trust. The distinguished Senator from
Nevada will have a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution that
we can support that will protect Social
Security, and I intend to vote for it.
But I am not voting, Mr. President, to
breach the trust to vote against my
own bill that I worked so hard for that
we got President Bush to sign into law.

Mr. President, here is what really
happens. Here is the President’s budg-
et, and on page 2—literally on page 2—
you will find that in the year 2002, we
have a surplus of $17 billion. But if you
turn—this is the gamesmanship on
both sides, both in the White House
and the Congress—but if you turn to
page 331, you find a deficit in 2002 of
$167.3 billion. Why do we have to bor-
row $167.3 billion? That is because we
increase the debt that amount, and we
are going to have to go out and borrow
to pay the interest costs. That is the
real deficit. It is not a $17 billion sur-
plus.

If you don’t protect Social Security,
then I come as a budgeteer and say,
“Now, wait a minute, the other side is
going to have $543 billion,” which is
how much they will have borrowed
from Social Security under this par-
ticular budget that we are discussing.
If they are going to use $543 billion,
some will want to use it on defense,
some will want to use it on education,
and some will want to use it on high-
ways. If they are going to use and
spend the money, I might as well get
my projects in there. That is wherein
the discipline breaks. If you are going
to use Social Security and turn it from
a trust fund into a slush fund, you do
not have the discipline.

Again, Mr. President, I thank my dis-
tinguished colleague for yielding the
floor.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, could
I inquire as to how much time is left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 656 minutes, and
the Senator from Nevada has 8 minutes
and 34 seconds.

Mr. ABRAHAM. It is my under-
standing, Mr. President, the Senator
from Nevada has one additional speak-
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er who will not be coming for a bit. I
think what we will do is the following:
I will speak briefly in response to the
last comments that were made, and I
believe the Senator from Maine wishes
to speak, and then we have some addi-
tional speakers who will be here, I am
told, around 11:30. We will proceed and
try to reduce the discrepancies in time
between the two sides.

I want to focus this discussion on the
amendment before the Senate, but I
cannot ignore some of the comments
that were made by the previous speak-
er, the Senator from South Carolina,
who was pointing to these budgets and
somehow reaching a conclusion based
on his experience, that these budgets
that are not in balance somehow are
primarily the responsibility of Repub-
lican Presidents.

Mr. President, I was not here during
all these Congresses. In fact, the last
budget is the only one where 1 was
present. The Senator from South Caro-
lina was here during all these Con-
gresses when these deficits were accu-
mulated, and I think he knows, as we
all know, that the Congress of the
United States, specifically the House of
Representatives, during this period of
time was controlled by the Democratic
Party. And, as we all know, all spend-
ing bills are required, by the Constitu-
tion, to originate in the House.

This is not a case of trying to blame
each side. We are here today trying to
solve a problem. Indeed, it may be that
a lot of the spending that took place
was during the 1980’s, but the problems
were created during the 1960’s. The
spending kept escalating because the
programs were established in a way so
that there was no choice but to see the
spending programs increased. I do not
believe there were a lot of calls for
pulling in that spending from either
side, but particularly from the Demo-
cratic side.

The other thing I wish to comment
on is the issue of what took place in
the 1980’s, and the implication has been
frequently made here on the floor that
somehow the deficits were created be-
cause tax revenues to the Federal Gov-
ernment were starved because we let
more people keep more of what they
earned during the 1980’s. It is true, Mr.
President, that tax rates were reduced
in the early 1980’s. It is also true that
after those tax cuts, the economy
soared in ways that we could only hope
to see continue into the future. It is
also the case, Mr. President, that reve-
nues to the Federal Government from
the income taxes and other taxes in-
creased dramatically during the 1980’s,
as well, increased substantially beyond
what had been the case in the begin-
ning of that decade.

What increased faster than tax reve-
nues to Washington and what resulted
in the deficits that we saw was Federal
spending. Federal spending increased, 1
believe, something in the vicinity of 69
percent. It was not one party’s fault. It
was not one part of the Government. It
was across the board. Whether it was
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defense spending, discretionary domes-
tic spending, or spending on mandatory
entitlement programs, spending went
up faster than tax revenues to Wash-
ington went up.

So the problem in the 1980’s wasn’t
that we let people keep more of what
they earned and somehow punished
Washington; it is that we could not
tighten the belt at the Federal level,
reduce the growth of Federal spending
in order to keep the deficits under con-
trol. We all are suffering today, as I
said in my initial comments. The peo-
ple suffering the most are families who
are paying higher interest rates be-
cause of this deficit—2 percent higher
rates—which produces higher prices,
higher costs to finance the purchase of
a new home or a new car, to finance
student loans. Wage earners and those
who create jobs suffer because of the
higher interest rates and crowding out
of markets. The Federal Government
needs to borrow more. The children
suffer because, to the extent that this
debt falls on the responsibility of chil-
dren in America and will continue to
fall on them, much more of their work-
ing lives will be committed to paying
taxes to finance just the interest on
this deficit.

So, Mr. President, we have to address
the problem now. We can’t, today, get
into exclusively a question of who is in
charge of the Congress and who was the
President during all these deficits. The
visual we have today for the American
people to see is the fact that, without
a constitutional amendment, for nearly
30 years we have not been able to bal-
ance the budget. In fact, you can go all
the way back to 1960 before you find a
budget that was balanced without
using the Social Security surplus. That
is what we ought to address, and that
is what I hope to see us accomplish
today.

So, as I said earlier, there are a lot of
issues involved in the amendment be-
fore us. I have raised questions as to
how it could possibly be financed be-
cause, as I said, without, to my knowl-
edge, any specific additional protec-
tions of the benefits of Social Security
from the amendment, we will add a
burden of some $706 billion between
2002 and 2007, a burden of either addi-
tional taxes or reductions in spending
on programs like education and law en-
forcement, which will have to be met
to effectuate this amendment. I have
not heard from any side a proposal to
deal with that $706 billion. I don’t be-
lieve it is going to be feasible because
I don’t think we are going to see an al-
ternative proposal today. And because
of the absence of that alternative, I
cannot support this amendment. I
know other Senators here wish to
speak. So, at this time, I yield to the
Senator from Maine such time as she
may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], is recog-
nized.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I think
that it is interesting to hear the debate
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that has been underway this morning
with respect to the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget.
Frankly, this is probably—and is in
many instances—the same debate we
have had over and over and over again
on this issue. I served 16 years in the
House of Representatives, and we de-
bated this issue. We debated this issue
2 years ago here in the U.S. Senate and
lost by one vote, regrettably. But we
hear the same arguments over and over
again. I have been in Congress now for
a total of 19 years, in both the House
and Senate. We have debated this issue
approximately eight times. What we
have heard time and time again is, if
we only had the will, or the courage,
we would not need a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, that
we should, as an institution, collec-
tively be able to balance the budget
without a constitutional requirement.
Even the President stated that fact in
his State of the Union Address to the
Congress on February 4. He said, ‘‘Re-
writing the Constitution isn’t nec-
essary to balance the budget. All we
need is your vote and my signature.”

Well, the fact of the matter is, he got
our vote in the bill, which was a bal-
anced budget submitted to the Presi-
dent, but we didn’t get the President’s
signature. That’s the problem. We
don’t have a constitutional require-
ment because there will always be a
reason or an excuse as to why we can’t
balance the budget. Governors can’t
evade that constitutional requirement.
Most Governors in this country today
are required by their own constitu-
tions, and they don’t avoid that respon-
sibility. The problem here is, there is a
significant amount of avoidance be-
cause there is not an institutional will,
or discipline, to balance the budget be-
cause it’s difficult to make choices.

So no one is willing to set any prior-
ities. If we don’t have a constitutional
amendment, we are not required to es-
tablish these priorities and we are not
willing to exhibit leadership on our
own initiative. So Congress has had
decades and decades of good intentions.
History is replete with good intentions
on imposing fiscal discipline. But we
have failed in achieving a balanced
budget.

Now, we have heard a lot of discus-
sion today about the past. We heard
about the last 15 years. They talked
about the Reagan Presidency and the
Bush Presidency. But what was omit-
ted from that discussion was the fact
that we also had a Congress, and it
happened to be a Democratic Congress.
Now, does anyone happen to believe
that these budgets that are down here,
which are unbalanced, didn’t have the
support of the Democratic Congress? I
think we all know the answer to that
question. Congress played a very sig-
nificant role in the adoption of the
budget. There is blame to go around on
both sides. I think we all recognize
that. But to sit here and say that
blame for the last 15 years of budget
deficits can be placed on the Reagan
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and Bush Presidencies clearly is ignor-
ing reality, because that is not what
happened.

In fact, I can recall back in the early
eighties—in fact, I think it was 1983—
there was an agreement between Presi-
dent Reagan and the Congress that for
every dollar increase in taxes, there
would be a $3 reduction in spending.
Guess what? We got the dollar increase
in taxes, but we didn’t get the $3 reduc-
tion in spending.

I should also say that there was a
budget agreement in 1990 that cer-
tainly contributed to the declining
deficits that we are experiencing right
now, and everybody is referring to the
Clinton administration and declining
deficits. But what’s ironic about those
declining deficits—and we know there
are serious problems beyond the turn
of the century, but for now the deficits
are declining compared to previous
years—in talking about those declining
deficits, the other side fails to mention
that they also include the Social Secu-
rity trust fund surpluses. So they want
to sort of have it both ways. Look, the
deficits are coming down. Yet, they do
include the Social Security trust fund.
If we are going to talk about honesty
in budgeting, they ought to exclude
them to show what the real deficit is.

Every President has used the Social
Security trust fund surpluses. There is
no question that we have a serious
problem beyond the turn of the century
when we have the beginning of the
baby boomers retiring. We have had an
obligation, as we have always shown,
since the inception of the Social Secu-
rity trust funds, to pay those benefits
to beneficiaries. That has been and will
always be a sacred trust between the
Government and the American people.

We want to preserve and protect the
Social Security trust fund. What is the
best way to do it? It is to balance the
budget so that we can rein in spending,
so that we will be in a position to pay
out the baby boomers’ retirement. And
that is the issue that is confronting us.
If we rein in the debt, we have a better
ability to preserve and protect the So-
cial Security trust fund.

I find it interesting that the debate
today has centered around the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget, not passing the straight face
test, because it includes the trust funds
of Social Security. What I find inter-
esting about the amendment that has
been offered by the Senator from Ne-
vada is that it doesn’t take off budget
all the other trust funds—the highway
trust fund, the aviation trust fund, and
the numerous other trust funds that
represent billions of dollars. If we are
going to talk about honesty in budg-
eting, they don’t include that. In fact,
here we have an enormous list of trust
funds. If we are talking about truth in
budgeting, then we are talking about
many other trust funds as well.

The point is that the best way to pre-
serve the Social Security trust fund is
to balance the budget. The best way to
protect the Social Security beneficiary
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payment checks is to keep it on budg-
et, because that is the system that we
have known. We have known how that
system has worked. We have paid the
benefits, and when there has been a
problem with Social Security, we have
addressed it, as was the case in 1983
with the bipartisan commission. But
no one has told us on the other side ex-
actly how this trust fund off budget is
going to work. We have had no indica-
tion of what exactly is going to happen
with those surpluses. Will they con-
tinue to be invested in Government
bonds as they are today to pay off the
debt and to write off the deficit, or are
they going to be invested in private se-
curities? Because that is also an issue.

It raises a concern for me because I
am now asking the question: If you
place the Social Security trust fund off
budget, what exactly is going to hap-
pen to those surpluses? In what way
are they going to be used? Are they
going to be privatized? I think that is
an issue and a consequence that should
be addressed, because that does raise
some significant concerns. Will they be
placed in noninterest-bearing accounts
because we cannot buy Government
bonds? If the other side says, ‘“Yes, we
are going to buy Government bonds
with it,”” that is exactly what we are
doing right now. That is precisely the
point.

So, then, the amendment really isn’t
changing what we are doing right now.
So essentially the amendment places
us full circle in terms of what we are
doing with the Social Security trust
fund surplus. Because I have not heard
how the surpluses are going to be used
off budget. How are they going to be in-
vested? That is a significant question.

Two years ago when we had this de-
bate on the constitutional amendment,
there was a right-to-know amendment
that was offered by the Democratic
leader that would have required that
Congress provide a detailed budget plan
with binding reconciliation instruc-
tions before the amendment could even
be sent to the States for ratification.
And the intent of that amendment was
essentially to say that Congress has a
right to know how the budget is going
to be balanced if this constitutional
amendment were to pass and were to be
ratified by the States. I think it is an
interesting concept.

We did present a balanced budget to
the President, as I mentioned earlier.
But it was vetoed. The fact is, we have
a right to know, as was mentioned ear-
lier by the Senator from Michigan,
about exactly how we would accommo-
date the $295 billion in cuts that would
be required in addition to the cuts that
would be required in the balanced
budget amendment. But $295 billion
would have to be cut if we didn’t take
into account the surpluses in the So-
cial Security trust fund just between
now and the year 2002. But no one on
the other side has identified exactly
how we achieve that goal. That is dou-
ble the amount of cuts that President
Clinton submitted in his plan to the
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Congress that he declared to be bal-
anced. So there would be $295 billion in
cuts over and above the cuts that will
be required as well to balance the budg-
et if we could not use the surpluses.

Then the period between the year
2002 and 2007 would require the Con-
gress to come up with an additional
$706 billion. And, again, we have not
heard from the other side exactly how
that would be achieved because that
would be over and above what we would
be required to do in order to balance
the budget without the surpluses.

So we are talking close to $1 tril-
lion—more than $1 trillion—in addi-
tional cuts that will be required by
Congress over and above what we have
presented. These are difficult choices
and difficult times. So we have to ac-
count for $1 trillion more. And we have
yet to hear how that will be accom-
plished. We have not seen a detailed
plan, and we have a right to know, as
the other side declared 2 years ago in
suggesting that they had the right to
know what would be the detailed bal-
anced budget plan to balance the budg-
et if we were to pass a constitutional
amendment. They demanded a right to
know. We demand a right to know be-
cause many have said on the other side
that if we pass the Reid amendment,
we can vote for the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. But
we need to know. What is their plan for
coming up with $1 trillion in additional
cuts? One trillion dollars is a signifi-
cant amount over and above what we
have already proposed to do. But we
have yet to hear the details.

I think, frankly, since they insisted 2
years ago that we apply the standard of
right to know, that we should apply
the same standard to the Reid amend-
ment today that we have a right to
know, because to do otherwise, I think,
is failing to meet their responsibility
in meeting the standard of honesty in
budgeting. The American people have a
right to know exactly how that will be
accommodated.

We have known that when the Social
Security trust fund has been on budget
that we have met our obligations, and
we will continue to meet our obliga-
tions. We also know that by balancing
the budget, it will constantly make us
aware of our obligation to the Social
Security trust fund in what we can an-
ticipate beyond the turn of the century
in more people beginning to retire and
with the onset of the baby-boomer re-
tirements. We think that it is impor-
tant to stay with the system that has
worked since the inception of the So-
cial Security system. But with the
Reid amendment, we are being asked to
act in blind faith.

The Social Security trust fund, as we
know it, has had proven success. But
they have failed to answer the question
of what occurs when this trust fund is
off budget. What happens to the trust
fund? What happens to the surpluses?
We have not heard those questions an-
swered. And how will those trust funds
be used?
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So I think that these are some seri-
ous questions that need to be addressed
and have certainly broad implications
because we certainly should worry that
these questions remain unanswered. We
understand the trust fund within the
context of the budget that we know.
We have always met our obligations
under the trust fund, and we will con-
tinue to meet our obligations under the
trust fund. But we need to hear from
the proponents of the Reid amendment
exactly what is going to happen with
this trust fund off budget. Will the sur-
pluses be diverted for other purposes?
That is a possibility. The amendment
is poorly drafted. Will the surpluses be
invested in private securities? It is a
major problem. It may have major con-
sequences. That has yet to be thor-
oughly explored. Will they be invested
in Government bonds? That is exactly
what is happening here today.

So then I think one could conclude
that really this is not necessarily
changing what we do today but just
making a political point because, un-
fortunately, there are those who are
not committed to a constitutional
amendment and do not want to see the
reality of such an amendment because
of what it would require of this Con-
gress and a President to make certain
decisions in reaching a balanced budg-
et.

So I hope that in the course of this
debate we will hear some of the an-
swers to these questions because I cer-
tainly am troubled by the prospects of
some of the issues that this amend-
ment raises.

I am a strong supporter of the Social
Security system. I want a strong sys-
tem. We have known how it has worked
on budget, but we have not heard the
questions answered about how it is
going to work off budget, and I repeat
that because that in the final analysis
I think underscores the issues before us
today. I think it unfortunate that the
Social Security issue has been used so
many times in the past as a political
issue. And from this debate at times we
would know there are strong sup-
porters of the Social Security trust
fund on this side. I have been a very
strong supporter over the years, and I
just want to assure senior citizens in
America that we will continue to pre-
serve and protect them, and the best
way to do it is to contain Federal
spending and reduce the interest rates
in America so that we can prepare our-
selves for the commitments we must
make in the 21st century to the young-
er generations as well as to retirees.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. I would like to yield 15
minutes to my friend from California,
but I do not have 15 minutes. I am won-
dering if my friend, the manager of the
bill, could spare me 7 minutes out of
their time?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, let
me, if I could, consult in terms of other
speakers coming down here.
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Mr. REID. In the meantime, I will
have her go ahead.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes. I have been told
we have some other people who have
indicated they are coming, and I would
like to find out if that is true before I
relinquish any other time.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield such
time as I have remaining to the Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
Reid amendment to the majority reso-
lution to provide a balanced budget
constitutional amendment.

As everyone in this body knows, the
Reid amendment would exclude Social
Security trust funds from the bal-
ancing requirement of the proposed
constitutional amendment. This exclu-
sion is the only matter in which the
Reid amendment differs from the ma-
jority’s balanced budget amendment. I
think the amendment addresses a fun-
damental question to all of us who are
in this body: Will we accept the respon-
sibility to bring the Federal budget in
balance without placing at risk the
funds our constituents depend on for
their retirement?

It must be remembered that every
American worker pays 6.2 percent of
their paycheck, matched by 6.2 percent
from the employer, for a total 12.4 per-
cent, which is paid into Social Security
for their retirement.

What has happened is that the Social
Security trust fund has been incor-
porated as part of the unified budget.
Therefore, those moneys actually go
into balancing the budget, and the ma-
jority amendment would freeze this
practice into the Constitution for all
time—for all time—so that forever So-
cial Security trust funds are used to
pay the salary of a clerk or a lawyer or
build a highway or buy a battleship or
do any number of the myriad of things
the Federal Government does through
its operating budget. I believe that this
is the soft underbelly of this constitu-
tional amendment. This is the Achilles
heel. Even if this amendment passes
both of these bodies, I do not for a
minute believe that three-quarters of
the people of each legislature in our 50
States will ratify this amendment.

This morning we had signatures from
890,000 Social Security recipients, urg-
ing our opposition to any balanced
budget amendment which does not pro-
tect Social Security. Those signatures
represent just the current recipients
today. People like my daughter, who is
in her midthirties, is working and pro-
viding that money said to me, ‘““Moth-
er, you know that isn’t going to be
there when I retire. Why don’t you just
let me have the money now. There are
better things I can do with it. I could
use it right now.”

Social Security is a sacred trust with
the public.

If I may, let me make the picture for
not enshrining it into the Constitution
with this chart.
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What this chart does is show the
amount of Social Security surplus—
that is all of this—that goes into bal-
ancing the budget. Up to 2002 it is in
the vicinity of $5600 billion.

By 2013, it is $2 trillion that is uti-
lized cumulatively to balance the budg-
et. From 2002 to 2019, the amount that
Senate Joint Resolution 1 takes from
the trust fund to balance the budget is
$1.8 trillion.

Now, what happens after the year
around 2019 when the surplus begins to
fall? When Social Security revenue
drops below Social Security outlays to
beneficiaries, according to the Congres-
sional Research Service report, that is
when this body will have to raise taxes
or cut Social Security payments or cut
some other Federal programs and find
some way to balance the budget.

Under the majority’s proposed con-
stitutional amendment, outlays must
match revenue in the fiscal year. If So-
cial Security revenue falls, the revenue
needs to be made up through higher
taxes or we have to cut spending
through reduced Social Security pay-
ments or spending reductions else-
where in the budget.

The majority’s amendment is unfair
because it enshrines in the Constitu-
tion, the principle that Social Security
receipts and Social Security payments
to beneficiaries are at risk. Because, at
some point along the way, push is
going to come to shove, expenditures
are going to exceed outlays, and then
there is going to be a problem.

There are some in this body who will
say, ‘“Well, that forces us to reform So-
cial Security.” That may be and it may
not be, I don’t know. But it is not the
right thing to do.

In 1990, adopting the Hollings amend-
ment, which Senator HOLLINGS has so
eloquently described, this body said we
are not going to include Social Secu-
rity as part of the unified budget any-
more. The votes were virtually unani-
mous. Yet, voila, the Federal Govern-
ment continues to include Social Secu-
rity as part of the unified budget. I
think that is wrong. That is the soft
underbelly, that is the Achilles heel. It
is just plain wrong.

I support the Reid amendment. The
Reid amendment’s only difference from
the majority resolution is the exclu-
sion of Social Security from the bal-
ancing requirement.

In the event that the Reid amend-

ment is not successful, tomorrow
morning I will propose another version,
along with Senators CLELAND,

TORRICELLI, and DURBIN. This amend-
ment would say: All right, we lost in
our effort to take Social Security out
of the balancing requirement for the
very reason that it is too difficult to
achieve balance. We all admit that,
that there needs to be some time to ad-
just to the removal of Social Security
from the unified budget. So I will pro-
pose an amendment which essentially
would do the following. It would say
that Social Security will be used up to
the year 2002. After the year 2002, when
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balance is achieved, Social Security
will be withdrawn from the unified
budget and, therefore, $1.8 trillion will
be preserved for retirees. The integrity
will be saved. It will not be an IOU. It
will be saved. Additionally, my amend-
ment would change extending the debt
limit from the three-fifths requirement
of the majority balanced budget
amendment to a constitutional major-
ity of both bodies. It would also pro-
vide an exception for an economic
emergency, and that way the stabi-
lizers can function, and it would also
clarify that the amendment will not
prohibit the enactment of a capital
budget as well.

So, I believe that, in the year 2002,
Congress would have the opportunity
to develop a capital budget. At 2 per-
cent of GDP, that capital budget would
be around $160 billion a year. We utilize
about $140 billion a year now, so it
would make some sense and it would
fill the gap.

If there is an interest in having a bal-
anced budget amendment, this might
be a way of going about it and cor-
recting some of the problems. The Reid
amendment, which I have voted for in
past  years, indicates that the
enshrinement of Social Security into
the Constitution of the United States
is not something that this body is
going to do. We are not going to take
those trust funds and use them to buy
battleships or provide park services or
pay the salaries of 96,000 workers at the
Department of Justice, or to provide
anything else. It will be invested as
trust funds, as it should be, separate
and discrete and held for the retire-
ment of every person who pays that
FICA tax every year.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, may I ask to spend a
few minutes as in morning business to
introduce a matter?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
think we would be in a position, until
the hour of 12 noon, to grant that re-
quest.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
ager of the bill for the majority very
graciously extended additional time, if
Senator FEINSTEIN needed that time. It
was not necessary that she use that
time. So, if she goes into morning busi-
ness that will be charged not against
either one of us, is that right?

Mr. ABRAHAM. What I propose is
that Senator FEINSTEIN have up to 12
noon to finish her statement or add
whatever she would like. I believe we
will have another speaker or speakers
here by then, and I have additional
comments to fill the remainder of our
time between what would then be 12
and 12:30. As I understand it, we have 30
minutes, approximately, left then?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 12
noon the Senator would have 30 min-
utes, yes.

Mr. REID. I will say, Mr. President, I
would not be in debt to the majority
for any time, 2:30, 2:40, whatever it is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.
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The Chair recognizes the Senator
from California.

——
DENY CERTIFICATION TO MEXICO

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to read into the RECORD a letter
that I have just sent to the President
of the United States, urging decerti-
fication of Mexico:

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to urge
you to deny certification that Mexico has
taken sufficient actions to combat inter-
national narcotics trafficking when you re-
port to Congress on the anti-narcotics efforts
of major drug producing and drug-transit
countries. I believe a reasonable examina-
tion of the facts leads to no other decision.

Last year at this time, Senator D’Amato
and I compiled a list of actions we considered
it necessary for the Mexican government to
take to beef up their anti-narcotics efforts.
This list is attached. Regrettably, I have
concluded that there has been insufficient
progress, or no progress, on nearly all of the
items on this list. Some of these failures are
due to inability; others are due to a lack of
political will. But all have set back the ur-
gent effort to end the plague of drugs on our
streets.

I want to bring to your attention a number
of the most significant examples of Mexico’s
inability and unwillingness to deal with the
drug trafficking problem effectively:

Cartels: There has been little or no effec-
tive action taken against the major drug
cartels. The two most powerful—the Juarez
Cartel run by Amado Carillo Fuentes, and
the Tijuana Cartel, run by the Arellano Felix
brothers—have hardly been touched by Mexi-
can law enforcement. Those who have been
arrested, such as Hector Palma, are given
light sentences and allowed to continue to
conduct business from jail. As DEA Adminis-
trator Constantine says, ‘“The Mexicans are
now the single most powerful trafficking
groups’’—worse than the Colombian cartels.

Money Laundering: Last year, the Mexican
parliament passed criminal money laun-
dering laws for the first time, but the new
laws are incomplete and have not yet been
properly implemented. These laws do not re-
quire banks to report large and suspicious
currency transactions, or threaten the banks
with sanctions if they fail to comply. Prom-
ises to enact such regulations—which pros-
ecutors need to identify money-launderers—
have so far gone unfulfilled. Mexican offi-
cials said that such regulations would be de-
veloped by January, but they were not pro-
duced. To my knowledge, not a single Mexi-
can bank or exchange house has been forced
to change its operations.

Law Enforcement: While there have been
increases in the amounts of heroin and mari-
juana seized by Mexican authorities, cocaine
seizures remain low. Although slightly high-
er than last year’s figures, the 23.6 metric
tons seized in 1996 is barely half of what was
seized in 1993. A modest increase in drug-re-
lated arrests brought the total to 11,245 in
1996—1ess than half of the 1992 figure.

Cooperation with U.S. Law Enforcement:
Our own drug enforcement agents report
that the situation on the border has never
been worse. Last month, the Mexican gov-
ernment forbade U.S. agents to carry weap-
ons on the Mexican side of the border, put-
ting their lives in grave danger. Recent news
reports indicate that death threats against
U.S. narcotics agents on the border have
quadrupled in the past three months. Some
U.S. agents believe that all their cooperative
efforts are undone almost instantly by the
corrupt Mexican agents with whom they
work.
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Extraditions: Despite the fact that the
United States has 52 outstanding extradition
request on drug-related charges, not a single
Mexican national has ever been extradited to
the United States on such charges.

Corruption: Mexico’s counternarcotics ef-
fort is plagued by corruption in the govern-
ment and the national police. Among the
evidence are the eight Mexican prosecutors
and law enforcement officials who have been
murdered in Tijuana in recent months. There
has been considerable hope that the Mexican
armed forces would be able to take a more
active role in the counternarcotics effort
without the taint of corruption. But the rev-
elation that Gen. Jesus Gutierrez Rebollo,
Mexico’s top counternarcotics official and a
42-year veteran of the armed forces, had ac-
cepted bribes from the Carillo Fuentes car-
tel, casts grave doubts upon that hope.

Recent news reports indicate that U.S. law
enforcement officials suspect judges, pros-
ecutors, Transportation Ministry officials,
and Naval officers of corruption, and there is
persuasive evidence that two Mexican Gov-
ernors—Manlio Fabio Beltrones Rivera of
Sonora and Jorge Carillo Olea—are actively
facilitating the work of drug traffickers in
their respective states. The National Auton-
omous University of Mexico estimates that
the drug lords spend $500 million each year
to bribe Mexican officials at all levels, and
many consider that figure to be a gross
under-estimation.

Mr. President, I believe the evidence is
overwhelming and can lead to no decision
other than the decertification of Mexico. It
would send a strong signal to Mexico and the
world that the United States will not tol-
erate lack of cooperation in the fight against
narcotics, even from our close friends and al-
lies. Accordingly, I urge you to establish a
clear set of benchmarks by which you will
judge if and when to recertify Mexico for
counternarcotics cooperation. These bench-
marks must include, but not be limited to:
effective action to dismantle the major drug
cartels and arrest their leaders; full and on-
going implementation of effective money-
laundering legislation; compliance with all
outstanding extradition requests by the
United States; increased interdiction of nar-
cotics and other controlled substances flow-
ing across the border by land and sea routes;
improved cooperation with U.S. law enforce-
ment officials, including allowing U.S.
agents to resume carrying weapons on the
Mexican side of the border; and a comprehen-
sive program to identify, weed out, and pros-
ecute corrupt officials at all levels of the
Mexican government, police, and military.

You may feel that U.S. interests in Mexico,
economic and otherwise, are too extensive to
risk the fall-out that would result from de-
certification. That is why Congress included
a vital national interest waiver provision in
Section 490 of the Foreign Assistance Act.
But other vital interests are not a valid rea-
son to certify when certification has not
been earned. If you feel that our interests
warrant it, I urge you to use this waiver. But
an honest assessment of Mexico’s coopera-
tion on counternarcotics must fall on the
side of decertification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from California has ex-
pired.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I might be al-
lowed 30 seconds to conclude?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
can only say I believe a strong case can
be made to the President to decertify
Mexico, to provide a list of specific ac-
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complishments that country should
meet to waive decertification, and at
any time during this next year that
they meet that list of requirements,
the President has the ability to certify
them. I thank the President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

———

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the joint resolution.
AMENDMENT NO. 8

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
want to comment briefly on the
amendment before us. We are expecting
two more speakers for the remainder of
our time. What we may do is yield
some time to Senator CHAFEE to speak
on another topic until those speakers
arrive.

I just want to make a final point
with respect to the amendment before
us, that I do believe, as I have said
twice now in speaking on this amend-
ment, that there are still many unan-
swered questions, ones which at least I
would need to hear answers to before I
could feel comfortable voting in sup-
port of it. I have raised some of these
questions already.

How would we address the $706 billion
shortfall that this would produce in
2002 to 2007? This $706 billion is more
than the total amount of dollars that
were involved in the 1993 tax hike and
in the budget proposals passed last
year by this Congress in terms of re-
ducing the growth of Medicare and dis-
cretionary spending. $706 billion is
more than all of that put together. No
one has come forward and explained
where those dollars would come from
to effectuate this amendment.

The second issue I have asked ques-
tions about is why is it just this trust
fund? There are others in the Federal
Government. We are told the trust fund
should be taken off budget, yet the
amendment only addresses one of
them. If, in fact, we are debating the
definition of a balanced budget, we
can’t have some trust funds qualifying
and some trust funds not qualifying.

In addition, we haven’t had any ex-
planation of what happens if Social Se-
curity is cut loose in the process
through this amendment, and if it were
cut loose and runs out of money, what
would be the consequences and how
would we address such shortfall if it
was not part of a unified budget?

There are all of these questions and
others before us, Mr. President. As I
say, I have listened this morning and
have not heard answers to them. There
are others I will be raising later in the
day. In the absence of those answers, it
is clear to me that trying to effectuate
this amendment would be a very high-
risk proposal, as I said from the outset,
with no evidence in the amendment of
protecting the benefits of Social Secu-
rity any more than they are protected
if they are part of the unified budget.



February 25, 1997

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
yield up to 10 minutes to the Senator
from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, over
the next few days, we have an oppor-
tunity that we want to take advantage
of to correct the course of years of un-
restrained Government spending. Just
like a consumer who has too many
credit cards, barely keeping his head
above water, particularly because he is
paying big interest on his balance, so,
too, is the Federal Government sinking
under an ocean of debt. This deplorable
state of affairs will force the Federal
Government to make an annual pay-
ment of $248 billion this year alone.

We have already tried to instill fiscal
discipline through a lot of other meas-
ures that we passed in the last 10 years,
including spending caps and deficit
control mechanisms. They simply are
not working efficiently enough to sus-
tain the level of economic growth that
we are now experiencing. If we had the
deficit under control and interest rates
down, we would be creating many,
many more jobs than what have been
created by this economy. Without the
discipline of a constitutional amend-
ment, we will see our interest pay-
ments further drag down the economy.
By 2007, interest payments on the na-
tional debt will increase to $340 billion.

Just imagine, if we were not paying
the interest right now, we would have
no budget deficit whatsoever. In fact,
we would be running a surplus until the
year 2004.

When talking about the balanced
budget amendment, one of the first
things to do is set the record straight
on the issue we have been talking
about since last night: the issue of So-
cial Security.

Some of my colleagues, well-meaning
but wrong, have signaled that they
would be willing to support the bal-
anced budget amendment if Social Se-
curity was exempt from the amend-
ment. I say wrong. Why? Because ex-
empting Social Security would create
more problems for the program. They
argue that a balanced budget amend-
ment threatens the viability of Social
Security and would harm wvulnerable
seniors in the process. If that were
true, I would not be supporting this
resolution. But that is not true, and
unless we get the deficit of the Federal
Government under control, this Gov-
ernment and our economy will never be
strong enough to ever meet the needs
of the baby boomers when they go into
retirement just 13 years from now.
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Proponents of the Reid amendment
apparently still believe that by passing
Senate Joint Resolution 1, there would
be some sudden groundswell of support
for cutting Social Security benefits to
reduce outlays. They are wrong. Given
the popularity and the need of Social
Security for our seniors, because it is
part of the social fabric of American
society, this Congress would not let
that happen. Even if this Congress were
inclined to let that happen, the Amer-
ican people would not let that happen.
That just isn’t going to happen.

I am committed to the idea that bal-
ancing the budget is not about cutting
Social Security. I voted for a resolu-
tion last year which promoted that
view, but opponents of the amendment
are not satisfied by words—I suppose
everybody is cynical about words from
Members of Congress—but past experi-
ence dictates otherwise. Even though
we have submitted budget resolutions
which achieve balance in the year 2002
without harming Social Security, the
opponents of the balanced budget
amendment continue to try to derail
this amendment by claiming that those
of us who have always fought to pro-
tect Social Security will turn around
and try to harm Social Security. How
could that ever happen, when the expe-
rience of the last 60 years to protect
Social Security has been just the oppo-
site, the experience of this Congress,
the track record of this Congress, has
been just the opposite?

Our budget proposal does take into
account the Social Security surplus,
projected to be about $465 billion cumu-
lative by the year 2002. Requiring a
consolidated or unified budget in this
constitutional amendment is the right
thing to do. First, we must set our pol-
icy in accordance with the long-term
health of this Nation’s economy and
the people of this country.

By chance, there is a Social Security
surplus today. If we had tried to pass a
balanced budget amendment like this
in the early 1980’s, we would not have
to worry about this argument because
Social Security had no surplus.

If we waited until the year 2029 to
balance the budget, we would not be
hearing this argument because there
would be no surplus in Social Security
at that time. It would be bankrupt. So-
cial Security will be running a very
real deficit by the year 2029. Whether
Social Security is off or on budget, the
decisions made about borrowing will
have to take this deficit into account,
even though it will look as if we are in
full compliance with the Constitution.
How can we expect the people to have
confidence in Government if this kind
of ghost accounting continues to go
on?

But this message does not seem to be
getting through. Listen to comments
of the Federal Reserve Chairman Alan
Greenspan. His comments seem to be
ignored on the issue of the unified
budget. At a hearing of the Senate
Budget Committee held 3 weeks ago,
Chairman Greenspan testified that ‘‘for
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the purposes of fiscal evaluation of the
budget of the United States, the uni-
fied budget is the appropriate one
* % %

Chairman Greenspan is right—finan-
cial markets take into account all Gov-
ernment activity. It is not segmented
out into various trust funds as the
sponsors of this amendment on Social
Security would want us to believe. If
we exempt Social Security we will
make our job harder. That could have
serious ramifications for the economy,
and for other programs in the budget.
If we are forced to make up the $295 bil-
lion lost from the Social Security sur-
plus, we will have to find places to
make further, unnecessary reductions.

I see no compelling reason to exempt
Social Security. It is beyond dispute
that should Congress scrap the unified
budget and exempt Social Security,
truly draconian cuts in important so-
cial programs would be absolutely nec-
essary to balance the budget.

So, in the spirit of truth in budg-
eting, I challenge the supporters of
scrapping the unified budget to iden-
tify what programs will be cut and how
large those cuts will be. Prior to the
104th Congress, those who supported
the balanced budget were repeatedly
asked to provide details of how a bal-
anced budget would be achieved. I be-
lieve the same standard should apply
to those who propose exempting Social
Security. Where is the beef in their
proposal?

One final reason I do not support ex-
empting Social Security from the reso-
lution is the possibility that the ex-
emption will turn into a magnet for
new spending that is not offset with
cuts—all with a simple majority vote.
This does not seem too far-fetched, Mr.
President, at a time when President
Clinton is proposing to shift home
health care spending from one Medi-
care trust fund to a second trust fund
which is largely funded by the general
Treasury.

I believe it is clear that the best way
to protect Social Security now as well
as in the future is to reject ill-advised
efforts to exempt Social Security from
the balanced budget amendment. In
fact, the respected Robert Myers, a
former chief actuary of the Social Se-
curity Administration who continues
to be a strong supporter of the program
of Social Security, is a strong sup-
porter, as well, of this balanced budget
amendment as it is written.

Mr. Myers recognizes that continued
fiscal irresponsibility on the part of
the Federal Government is the greatest
threat to Social Security, a program
that is part of the social fabric of
America, protecting America’s seniors
in retirement. If we continue to run up
the deficit, interest payments will con-
tinue to rise. When the time comes for
Social Security to start cashing in its
bonds, possibly as soon as the year 2012,
the Federal Government may find it
very difficult to find a creditor when
the debt we carry exceeds $8 trillion.
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We have another opportunity to rid
ourselves of this unsustainable spend-
ing. I hope that we can, once and for
all, keep our promise to balance the
budget without hanging the Social Se-
curity noose around the necks of those
of us supporting the balanced budget
amendment. Contrary to the hue and
cry that we hear from the other side,
the balanced budget amendment is the
best way to continue ensuring a good
quality of life for seniors while pre-
serving the American dream for all
Americans.

Also Mr. President, I want to correct
an incorrect characterization of a
memorandum by Congress Daily.

The Congress Daily refers to a CRS
analysis which supposedly says that
the balanced budget amendment will
hurt the Government’s ability to pay
Social Security benefits.

Let me read from the report: ‘“‘Now,
of course, this does not mean that So-
cial Security benefits could not be
paid.” I don’t know how much clearer
you can be on this subject. The bal-
anced budget amendment will not pre-
vent Congress from honoring its com-
mitments to seniors.

Better yet, the same CRS researcher
who produced the report which some
have mischaracterized has produced
yet another clarifying memo. Let me
quote from that newest report: ‘“We are
not concluding that the trust fund sur-
pluses could not be drawn down to pay
beneficiaries.”” That seems perfectly
clear to me. Social Security will not be
harmed by the balanced budget amend-
ment.

I think that it’s unfortunate that
those who oppose the balanced budget
amendment are using such deceptive
arguments and tactics. We are making
important decisions for the future of
this great Nation. I wish we could have
an honest debate about the balanced
budget and not resort to trickery.

The Congress Daily article also
quotes several of my Democratic col-
leagues referring to a report from the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.
As everyone knows, this group is a lib-
eral interest group that opposes the
balanced budget amendment. That’s
what they testified to earlier this year
before the Judiciary Committee.

So, in conclusion, this page and a
half CRS analysis actually reaffirms
what the supporters of the balanced
budget amendment have always been
saying: the balanced budget amend-
ment will not harm Social Security.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent at the hour of 12:30 Sen-
ators JOHN CHAFEE be allowed 12 min-
utes to speak as in morning business
and Senator JOHN KERRY be allowed 10
minutes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from Iowa for the
tremendously important statement he
has made. I am amazed at what I think
many of us would call gimmickry when
it comes to the legitimate and respon-
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sible debate over the balanced budget
amendment to our Constitution. There
is not a Senator on this floor who is
not committed to upholding the fiscal
integrity and the solvency of the So-
cial Security system of our country.
Many of us have voted to do that time
and time again, and those votes have
produced, in fact, a strong, stable, and
secure system to ensure supplemental
income for the senior community of
our country. But that does not deny us
the responsibility of being fiscally re-
sponsible.

The amendment of my colleague
from Nevada, while I believe he is sin-
cere, is frustrating to me and at times
angry, that it appears at this moment,
by press conferences recently held,
that there is an effort to game this
issue, much like the administration at-
tempted to game Medicare in the last
election, when this Congress was legiti-
mately and responsibly involved in try-
ing to save and secure our Medicare
system, a system that provides a crit-
ical need for the senior community of
our country.

There is absolutely nothing, in my
opinion, in the years I have studied the
balanced budget amendment to our
Constitution, and I find myself reason-
ably knowledgeable as it relates to the
budget itself, that you should separate
any portion of the budget from its re-
sponsibility of being balanced under a
unified budget.

The week before last, prior to the re-
cess, we saw many of our colleagues on
the other side of this issue rush to the
floor, claiming that the Congressional
Research Service memo confirmed
their argument and confirmed their
logic that somehow Social Security
had to be removed from this amend-
ment, or this proposed amendment.
The Congressional Research Service
came back with these words: ‘“We have
been and are being misrepresented in
what we believe to be our findings of
the facts and our interpretation.”

If this is so, then there is reason to
be frustrated and there is reason to be
a little angry that some would game
the system, actually attempting, in my
opinion, to distort what is, in fact, the
representation of the Congressional Re-
search Service. While I at times have
taken legitimate criticism directed to-
ward the Congressional Research Serv-
ice, I have not tried to say what they
said is not what they said that some-
body else said. That, of course, is part
of the argument that some are using
now with the issue of Social Security.

Oh, it is a way out and it is a way to
hide. It is a way to hide from the legiti-
mate vote, up or down, on a constitu-
tional amendment for a balanced budg-
et. Why should you be frightened of it?
If you are not for a balanced budget
amendment to our Constitution, vote
no. If you really do not believe in it,
vote no.

If you believe in deficit spending,
vote no. But don’t try the gimmickry
that we have seen. I will repeat the use
of that word. We have seen a multitude
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of amendments come to the floor, and
if each one of them had been attached
to the constitutional amendment,
three-quarters of the Federal budget
would be off-budget again, outside of a
balanced budget amendment, and able
to run free and in deficit for any length
of time the Congress so chose. I don’t
believe that is the intent of the Con-
gress itself.

I do believe we are listening to the
American people at this moment. And,
again, the President eloquently, and I
believe 12 or 13 times, in his State of
the Union Address, said he was sending
up a balanced budget. We all, quietly,
appropriately, and respectfully, waited
for his budget to come to the Hill. We
got it, but I must say that it is not in
balance. It is a $120 billion deficit
across the board. Yet, he calls that bal-
anced.

Mr. President, get a new set of glass-
es. I know you are getting to be mid-
dle-aged. You better get bifocals be-
cause the fine print says that isn’t
what you are saying. Of course, after
he leaves office, then the tough cuts
are made to argue his point of a bal-
anced budget, or the tax relief he has
proposed would simply be taken away.

Social Security deserves to be a le-
gitimate and responsible part of the
total budget. This job I hold, to which
I have sworn an oath of office, also
makes me a member of the board of di-
rectors of the Social Security system,
in essence. The Senator from Nevada
and I are dedicated to the long-term
stability of the Social Security system.
Taking it off budget, allowing it to run
deficits, disallowing its responsible and
reasonable management through the
budget process, does not make a lot of
sense. I don’t argue separate account-
ing, I don’t argue the legitimate ap-
proach that shows or demonstrates to
the Social Security recipients what is
legitimately his or hers. That is all
right and responsible, and we can agree
on that. But I suggest that the amend-
ment before us is subterfuge, that it
does not resolve the problem.

Social Security officials have contin-
ually said, ‘“‘How do you save Social Se-
curity?” You balance the budget. A
bankrupt Government is not going to
write a check to anybody in any way.
It is a Government who is fiscally re-
sponsible, a Government whose budgets
are balanced, that can write Social Se-
curity checks. It is not independent of
any portion of the Federal Govern-
ment, and it must be taken in the
whole of the context of that Govern-
ment.

I am disappointed to have to address
what are blatant scare tactics that
some groups are using on the balanced
budget amendment and Social Secu-
rity.

Recently, we were hit with a press
item that claimed the Congressional
R